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SYNOPSIS

The importance of engaging members of minority communities in the process of 

community regeneration has been the focus of many governments in the UK. The 

benefit of doing this has also been well stressed and documented among politicians 

and members of the academia. In spite of this, Black and Minority Ethnic BME 

group members who make about 12% of the total population of UK usually settled 

in deprived inner city locations. They are also still not optimally engaged in 

regeneration activities in the communities where they reside in spite of all efforts. 

This poses such problems as services not being sensitive to their needs, loss of 

sense of belonging and also social exclusion.

These problems form the underlying principles upon which this research is based. 

In the light of the current challenge of lack of participation of the BMEs, this 

research embarks on a mission to address the situation by proposing a framework 

which can serve as achievable guideline for organisations saddled with the 

responsibility of community regeneration.

In order to achieve this, this research project reviewed extant literature on what 

community and regeneration means, and what participation means for BMEs. It 

also reviewed what being a BME means, what the community regeneration needs 

of BMEs are and what the barriers preventing BMEs from participation are. 

Upon completion of the literature review, key findings were highlighted. These 

findings informed the choice of the use of both quantitative and qualitative research 

methodologies in gathering data. As a result of the literature review and data 

gathering and analysis, this research has

  Developed an understanding of the process of community regeneration, 

the importance of community engagement, the relevance of partnerships 

and the current place of BMEs as participants in this process

  Categorised the various reasons and barriers mitigating against BMEs in 

the process of participation in community regeneration

  Highlighted the housing and community needs of the BMEs

  Suggested solutions to this challenge of lack of BME participation and 

engagement in the process of community regeneration as it emerged 

from interviews and questionnaires



  Proposed a framework for the enhancement of BME participation based 

on the barriers facing BMEs as well as their housing and community 

needs

It is expected that the developed framework will assist government agencies and 

community groups embarking on community regeneration schemes within a 

community with sizeable BME representation to optimally engage with the local 

BME residents by adequately analysing the people, understanding their local needs, 

timing the consultation and gaining trust, using the list of good practices and 

recommendation highlighted.

Some of the main findings of the research are that being a BME in itself is not a 

function of skin colour but a combination of some probable social exclusion and 

deprivation that might be suffered as a result of this. The research also realised that 

although there is no clear cut definition for what constitutes 'participation' in 

regeneration. The challenge with BMEs is not lack of participation as widely 

believed, on the contrary, BMEs want to participate but they have a preference for 

community groups when it comes to participation. The research concluded among 

other things that BMEs have some characteristic needs in regeneration and that the 

factors preventing BMEs from participating in regeneration can be categorised into 

three i.e. personal barrier, joint barriers and institutional barriers.



CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

Regeneration of urban communities and neighbourhoods has always been a major 

government undertaken in England. 'Regeneration' in terms of the community or 

neighbourhood often means different things to different authors. While some 

authors use the term interchangeably with 'renewal' others opine that 'regeneration' 

is more than just 'renewal'. According to Weaver 2001, 'regeneration' is the 

attempt to reverse the decline in communities by both improving the physical 

structure, and, more importantly and elusively, the economy of the areas. Wong et 

al (2010) defined urban renewal as the "plan, process and program through which 

environmental-quality redevelopment occurs in derelict urban areas via large-scale 

demolition and clearance "

McGreal, et al (2004) attributed regeneration to mean both 'economic and physical 

renewal' of locations with development and investment in property as a 

fundamental part of both the process and product. Diamond and Southern (2006) 

are of the opinion that 'regeneration' is an ambiguous term as it seems to tend to 

rescue the world. However, Robert and Sykes (2000) took a more in-depth 

approach by defining urban regeneration as "o comprehensive and integrated vision 

and action which leads to the resolution of community problems and which seeks to 

bring about a lasting improvement in the economic, physical, social and 

environmental condition of an area that has been subject to change ".

All the above definitions see regeneration from the lens of restoration of the 

community. The term 'community' in itself can be very fuzzy, interwoven and 

almost nebulous to define (Joshi 2005; CIH 2008), it can be seen from different 

lights. The American Heritage Dictionary (2006) defines a community as "a group 

of people living in the same locality and under the same government or the district 

or locality in which such a group lives". Butcher (1993) defined communities in 

terms of territory and interests while the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, 

ODPM (2005) refers to communities as 'local residents' thereby attributing it to 

'space and relationships'. From all of the above definitions and connotations, it can



be deducted that community is about 'places and people' as further affirmed by the 

Scottish Minister for Communities (Chisholm, MSP) in 2006. 

In England, communities are very diverse both in terms of places (i.e. councils, 

wards, neighbourhoods etc) as well as the people, Baker and Eversley (2000) 

reports that over 250 languages are spoken on the streets of London alone, making 

it the most multilingual capital in the world. The people of the UK can be broadly 

divided into two i.e. 'Whites' (or White British) and 'Non-Whites', for all that, in 

all of the UK, the Non-Whites are only ranging from between 10-12% according to 

which source is been followed. These Non-Whites people referred to here are also 

called BMEs (Black and Minority Ethnic) groups. According to a research by the 

Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research (CCHPR) in 2008, it was 

revealed that in the UK, the proportion of the population ethnically classified as 

'White British' has fallen. The report further added that this trend is likely to 

continue into the future, partly because the part of the population classified as 

White British is generally older and the natural population growth of this group is 

slower, and partly because of immigration and emigration.

Presently, nearly 45% of the BME groups leave in the London area and constitutes 

about 29% of the total residents' population (ONS 2007). Although in some other 

places like Middleborough, the BME population is only around 2.5% (ONS 2007). 

Such is the diverse and mixed nature of the BME concentration of the UK, but even 

at that, studies by various government bodies shows that the settlement pattern of 

BMEs is such that they are concentrated in pocket areas of acute deprivation and 

environmental neglect. BMEs are more represented in social housing than their 

White counterparts, and according to the CCHRP; there are 18.6% of 'whites' in 

social housing, the figure is 50.8% with Black.

Community representation is widely accepted as crucial to successful regeneration 

partnerships (Purdue 2000) but according to Falkirk district council (2008), the 

level of community representation is ominously low; even much lower for the BME 

communities.

In spite of the above mentioned problems, according to the Association of London 

Government ALG (2008), participation and involvement-wise, BME-led 

associations are lagging behind. The ALG identified that out of the 900 plus

regeneration bids in 2007, only 15 BME-led bids were successful, these represented
2



about 1.7% of the total, the bids were only concentrated in three regions of the UK, 

London, West Midlands and the South East.

As a consequence of the above, greater advocacy is been placed on the need to 

involve the BME groups in the regeneration attempts. According to Gilchrist 

(2000), it is only morally, socially, economically and ethically right to engage the 

people whose lives are most affected by the regeneration policies in its actual 

formulation.

To summarize, the intrinsic nature of BMEs and there housing/ community needs 

will affect the way they see regeneration in their communities. BMEs are a sizeable 

and growing portion of the country's population, for this reason, it is of utmost 

importance that they should be engaged and empowered adequately in community 

regeneration, so their housing needs might be better understood in order for these 

needs to be more effectively met and ultimately to further enhance the feeling of 

sense of belonging in them.

1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENTS/ RESEARCH GAP

It can be deduced from the above introductory literature that BMEs face two major 

problems in regeneration. Firstly, they are overrepresented in the socially excluded 

and deprived neighbourhoods, and secondly, they don't participate effectively in 

community regeneration programmes in these neighbourhoods. A combination of 

these two issues has led to the loss of a feeling of 'sense of belonging'. Current 

body of knowledge has identified the fact that engagement of the local community 

is the ideal (Maguire and Truscott 2006) but concluding that all residents in a 

community want the same amenities will result in ineffectiveness (CCHPR 2008). 

Furthermore, evidence shows that a major question to ask apart from 'why BMEs 

don't participate' is 'how are BMEs expected to participate', and 'what does 

participation mean to them'?

What this research hence aims to do is; to identify the gap in the literature on why 

BMEs do not participate effectively, how BMEs are expected to participate, what 

participation means to BMEs and what the requirements for effective participation 

are. This research develops a framework which if adopted, will enhance the 

participation of BMEs. Special focus is placed on the community in terms of



ethnicity as against geographical location. Semi structured interviews are conducted 

among regeneration officials and literature is reviewed in order to understand the 

situation better in its true light. Details of how this is achieved are discussed in 

further details in succeeding sections of this report.

1.3 AIM AND OBJECTIVES

The overarching aim of this research is to develop a framework for the 

enhancement of participation performance of BME groups in the process of 

community regeneration. This aim is achieved via the following objectives:

1. To develop an understanding of the current state of BMEs regarding 

participation in community regeneration

2. To identify who BMEs really are and investigate the main barriers 

preventing these BMEs from participating in regeneration activities within 

their communities

3. To identify innate housing and community needs of BME groups in 

regeneration in order to facilitate the process of meeting these needs

4. To evaluate what participation really means especially for BMEs as a tool 

for the enhancement of community cohesion

5. To propose a framework that will serve as an achievable guideline for local 

councils in the process of engaging their BME residents in community 

regeneration.

1.4 RATIONALE/ RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Literature as explored extensively in chapters 2 and 3 identified that as BME 

communities are diverse in nature and origin, so also is among others their housing, 

environmental and community cohesion needs. BMEs don't integrate or participate 

fully in regeneration because of many reasons and past research has also shown that 

taking all BMEs as being the same and having the same needs is not effective and 

does not produce desirable results. For these reasons, the following questions 

inform the approach of this research:



  Who are BMEs and what makes them so?

  Why are BMEs less involved in community regeneration?

  What is regeneration and who are the main stakeholders?

  Is community participation in regeneration important at all?

  What is the current status of BME participation in community regeneration?

  How can effective BME participation be facilitated?

These questions are explored in great details in chapters 2, 3, 5 and 6 of this 

research. Multiple data source analysis is adopted in order to ensure the validity of 

the results which are presented in chapter 7 and 8.

1.5 RESEARCH APPROACH

To satisfactorily achieve the research aim, objectives and research questions, the 

following tasks were undertaken:

1. A comprehensive review of extant literature was conducted to:

  Develop an understanding of community regeneration, the aspects of it and 

why there is a need to involve members of the community in the process

  Understand the nature of the numerous partnerships needed in the process of 

community regeneration and the role of community members in this 

partnerships

  Explore what a cohesive community means and how lack of participation 

affects it

  Investigate the current place of members of the BME community in the 

regeneration if the communities where they are domiciled

  Investigate factors mitigating against BMEs in the process of community 

engagement

  Study the practice and models of community engagement in the other 

countries

2. A pilot study was conducted to explore the contextual concept of being a BME 

and also to further develop the understanding of what the roles of BMEs are in



regeneration from a professional point of view. What regeneration means to the 

professionals is asked and the numerous stakeholders are highlighted. Also of 

importance is the question about whether or not community participation is 

important at all in practice is asked.

3. The emerging findings from the pilot interviews were further explored through 

a wider audience of professionals both in the government agencies and 

community/ voluntary groups. Special focus is placed on BMEs and their 

housing/ community needs especially in the process of regeneration. The 

barring factors against BME participation and suggestions for ways of 

improvement of the current situation are sought and highlighted. This is a way 

of ensuring that as many themes as possible are identified before the process of 

questionnaire distribution.

4. Questionnaire survey were conducted among BMEs as a method of getting 

inputs from BMEs on factors that prevents them from participating in 

regeneration and ways through which they will like to participate.

5. A triangulated collation of the findings from literature, pilot and main 

interviews and the questionnaires are presented and analysed and the 

achievement of the aim, objectives, research questions and contribution to 

knowledge are discussed.

1.6 ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE RESEARCH

The research sets out to explore the challenge of non participation of BMEs in the 

process of community regeneration and how such challenges can be alleviated. The 

main achievements of the research in this regards are summarised below:

  A clear explanation of the terms 'community' and 'regeneration' is 

presented and the various stakeholders involved in the process of 

community regeneration are identified

  The identification and categorisation of the various key factors and 

approaches to regeneration



The current state of BME participation and engagement on community

regeneration is reviewed and the core problems facing them in the

community is identified

The basic housing and community regeneration needs of BMEs are

identified and how these needs impact on how BMEs participate in the

community is discussed

The personal, institutional and joint barriers preventing BMEs from optimal

participation are evaluated and suitable suggestions for preventing these

barriers are developed

Identifying the effect of some of the basic profiles on BMEs on their

participatory level in community regeneration

The development of a framework for the enhancement of BME participation

regeneration, which can be applied by either government agencies or

community groups

1.7 CONTENT/ STRUCTURE OF THESIS

This thesis is divided into seven chapters as described below

Chapter 1 Introduction

This chapter introduces the background of the study problems, the research aim and 

objectives, the research questions, research design and plan and the structure of the 

thesis is also briefly mentioned

Chapter 2 Community Participation and Regeneration

The theoretical base of the research is developed here, the different meanings and 

connotations of the terms 'community' and 'regeneration' are explored and the 

implicit meaning of community regeneration defined. The chapter covers, what 

regeneration and a community are the need for partnerships in regeneration, 

resident involvement in regeneration, what it does means to participate, the benefits 

and pitfalls of participation in regeneration, and the some of the past attempts at 

regeneration are explored.



Chapter 3 BMEs and Community Regeneration

This chapter covers the research questions and set out in section 1.4. Who BMEs 

are and what it does mean to be a BME is explored, some of the basic characteristic 

of BMEs are studied. The causes of BME lack of participation are investigated and 

the benefits of community cohesion are highlighted here.

Chapter 4 Methodology

This chapter discusses the many approaches or philosophies applicable to this 

research. The most suitable methodology is chosen and justified here. Both 

qualitative and quantitative methodologies are used and the methods of data 

collection preferred for this research is discussed here as triangulation method 

which is the use of more than one method.

Chapter 5: Main Interview Findings: Qualitative Analysis

This chapter focuses on the analysis of the findings from interviews in order to 

resolve the research questions in its real life situations. Content analysis was done 

here and a framework of main barriers preventing BMEs from participation 

emerged. This was in an effort to draw closer to the final framework with the main 

aim if the research in mind.

Chapter 6: Quantitative Analysis

This chapter reviews the findings from the questionnaires, the respondents are 

presented in relation to their profile, the interrelationships between the explored 

factors are considered, and the results are correlated in order. BME participation as 

a social issue has implications which are not bounded empirically, hence the 

findings from the quantitative findings are compared with the qualitative results to 

see the corroborations between them; this chapter also explains the reasons for the 

discrepancies that arose in the course of the analysis.

Chapter 7: Discussions

This chapter discusses the main findings of the research, the contextual implications 

of the results are reviewed here and the developed framework is presented and 

explained.



Chapter 8: Recommendations and Conclusion

This chapter concludes the research, suitable recommendations are made here and 

the major contributions of the research to knowledge are highlighted Limitations of 

the research are also highlighted with a view to assisting future research in the 

research field



Parti 
Introduction

Chapter 1: Introduction to the Research. This 
chapter presents the research background, 
highlights the research aim and objectives as well 
as the research approach

Chapter 2: Community participation and 
regeneration
This chapter defines what a community is. It 
distinguishes renewal from regeneration and 
ascertains the partnerships involved in the 
community regeneration process. The 
importance of involving members of the 
community especially BMEs is stressed here

_L
Chapter 3: BMEs and community 
regeneration. Here the focus is on 
exploring what makes a person BME. It 
reviews the socio economic and housing 
needs of BMEs and investigates the 
challenge of lack of BME participation in 
regeneration. The chapter concludes that 
BMEs are socially excluded

Part 2
Literature

Review

Summary Findings from 
chapters 2 and 3; this 
informs the methodological 
steps adopted in resolving 
the research question and 
objectives.

Chapter 4: Research Methodology: this 
chapter justifies the use of methodological 
and data triangulation in the research. The 
three stages of data capturing are: literature 
review, interviews and questionnaire.

Chapter 5: Qualitative Analysis: 
(interviews). This chapter further 
explores some of the findings from 
literature. It discusses the Pilot (stage 1) 
and main interviews (stage 2) findings. 
The interviews are analysed using Nvivo 8

Chapter 6: Quantitative Analysis this 
chapter presents the findings from the 
questionnaire. The chapter presents both the 
descriptive and inferential statistics. The 
housing needs of BMEs and reasons for lack 
of participation is analysed using SPSS.

Part 3
Analysis and
Summary of

findings

1

\ r

Chapter 7: Discussions of the 
main findings from the research 
and presentation of the 
proposed framework

r

I
Chapter 8: Conclusions:
presentation of the main 
contribution to knowledge, 
limitations of the research and 
recommendation for future research

Fig 1.1: Research design and structure of thesis
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1.8 SUMMARY

This section has introduced the research focus; a brief and concise case has been 

made for the current state of participation of BMEs in regeneration. It is clear that 

BMEs are deprived in multiple ways in the communities where they reside and by 

engaging with their community regeneration providers, this situation can be 

alleviated. The research plan and systems of data collection has been mentioned as 

being both a mixed method and the content of the thesis has been outlined. The next 

section will be about the literature review on this subject, the section will properly 

articulate the state of the art regarding BME participation, the problems will be 

identified and the gaps in the current body of knowledge will be highlighted.
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CHAPTER 2: COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND REGENERATION 

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter reviews the relevant extant literature that supports the research 

questions formulated. It is the first of the two literature review chapters in this 

research. The review is aimed at extracting the theoretical underpinning of 

community participation, also to identify and clarify the gaps in research. These 

underpinnings further assist in the process of deciding on the most suitable research 

methodology to achieve the research aim. This chapter establishes a working 

definition of a community and explains the difference between housing renewal and 

regeneration in order to set the boundary for the research. This chapter also 

explores the partnerships required for community regeneration so that the 

importance of members of the community of any will be realised. 

Furthermore to identifying the importance of members of the community in the 

process of regeneration, this chapter defines the concept of community 

involvement/ participation within the scope of this research. This is done with a 

view to exploring and identifying the potential benefits of community participation. 

The various levels at which the members of the community can participate is also 

explored and explained. As discussed in chapter 1, regeneration of communities is 

very crucial to past governments in UK, as a result of this, some of the past 

attempts are reviewed in order to investigate what lessons can be learnt from them. 

This chapter concludes by recapitulating the chapter findings and making a holistic 

representation of the key factors identified therein.

2.2 COMMUNITY REGENERATION

2.2.1 What is a Community

Communities are very complex and dynamic in nature according to Roberts and 

Sykes (2000). Bartle (2010) explains a community as a sociological construct with 

fuzzy boundaries and hence tricky to specifically define. However, defining a 

community will immensely assist this research in setting the scene for the study of



participation and engagement of community and exploring the importance of 

engaging community members in the process of regeneration. 

According to Smith (2010), there are a number of competing definitions of a 

community. It can be seen as a geographical area, as a group of people living in a 

particular place or as an area of common life. The American Heritage Dictionary 

(2006) defines a community as "o group of people living in the same locality and 

under the same government or the district or locality in which such a group lives". 

According to the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister ODPM (2006), in the context 

of the built environment, many UK government publications refer to a community 

with a connotation of "local resident", they (ODPM) further analysed a community 

as being associated with 'Space and Relationships' i.e. involving 'Places and 

People.

According to Evans and Shaw (2004), a community has many aspects. These 

aspects include the physical, social (human), environmental (natural), and 

economic. The Physical aspect of the community involves such factors as the built 

environments, the houses (brick and mortar) roads and bridges, parks, dams etc and 

it is measured in terms of land value in the neighbourhood, occupancy/void 

property ratio, design quality if the houses and the open spaces.

The Social or human aspect is involved with the relationships inherent in the 

community and such factors as cohesion, inclusion, exclusion, culture, capacity 

building, health and well being are used in measuring it. The Economic is involved 

with issues such as jobs and it is measure in terms of inward investment, 

employment rates etc and lastly the Environmental factor concerns matters as 

air/water quality, sanitation, drainage and measured by liveability, quality of life, 

open spaces, etc (this is depicted pictorially in chapter 3). All the above listed 

activities or factors interrelate in a balance, if this balance is continual, the 

community will naturally draw in more people and resources to itself in accordance 

to the need of man (Toepfer 2005).

However in a situation whereby a shift in the balance occurs, for example in an 

industrial community, if the major industry that employs most of the local residents

closes up or relocates to another community, there will be an imbalance in the
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community. This might affect the entire system of the community, employment 

might reduce, the spending ability of the former staff will be affected, if the former 

staffs decide to relocate to seek employment elsewhere, this will lead to empty 

homes and void properties which may develop into neighbourhood abandonment, 

buildings will become derelict etc.

Having described some of the perspectives through which a community can be 

viewed and what the aspects of it include, it has been concluded that for the purpose 

of this research, the adopted definition of a community will be a combination of all 

aforementioned as adapted and modified from Hampton's (2004) definition of a 

community as: "a group of people who, regardless of the diversity of their 

backgrounds, have been able to accept and transcend their differences, enabling 

them to communicate effectively and openly and to work together toward goals 

identified as being for their common good within a geographical space ". This 

definition identifies with the possibility of diversity of ethnicity and the desire to 

work towards a common goal within their geographical space (this is expatiated 

upon in chapter 3).

When such a situation as presented by Toepfer (2005) above occurs i.e. rapid in 

migration without adequate infrastructure to accommodate the new entrants, this 

according to Lupton (2003) will lead to community decline. Hence there will be a 

need for what is commonly referred to as 'community renewal or regeneration'. It 

can therefore be said that renewal/ regeneration is an interventionist activity 

(Roberts and Sykes, 2000) that aims to rescue the failing community. Community 

regeneration and renewal are similar in attributes, but different in content and 

extent (Diamond, 2004). Although, many authors often use these terms 

interchangeably (see Pierson and Worley, 2005; McGreal et al, 2006; Tallon, 2010) 

to mention a few. Nevertheless, some authors think that the terms are different in 

meaning and context. The next section focuses on these; a case is made for the 

adoption of the term 'regeneration' in this research instead of the more common 

term of'renewal' because that is one of the main objectives of this study. However, 

it is important to make a distinction between these two terms by defining renewal as 

done in section 2.2.2.
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2.2.2 Housing/Urban Renewal

It is important to define what 'urban renewal' is in order to assist in setting the 

boundary of this research by identifying any difference between it and 

'regeneration'. There had been several studies that define the term "urban renewal", 

e.g. European Commission (2008), Blackman (2006), and Priemus (2004) to quote 

a few. In the Swedish welfare state, housing renewal implied the restoration of the 

housing market in post-war Sweden according to Edgar et.al. (2004), the local 

name for it was ' totalsanering' meaning (slum clearance). However because of the 

radical nature of demolition and redevelopment, by the 1970s, the term was 

dropped completely for 'urban renewal' and 'housing renewal' and soon it was re- 

modified to become 'careful rehabilitation'; which focused on emphasising 

rehabilitation rather than clearance and replacement (Smith 2007). In the UK 

context, it was described by Balchin and Rhoden (2002) in terms of the "unfitness 

of buildings' for human habitation as a result of either disrepair or lack of basic 

amenities e.g. heating or sanitation; while Edgar et.al. (2004) describe urban 

renewal as having 2 approaches in the Danish perspective. The first approach was 

direct and the second is indirect. According to these authors, direct approach 

concerns a situation when the government compels the owner occupier or landlord 

of a building to renovate his building and the second is concerned with a situation 

when the authority can only use incentives to motivate landlords to renovate their 

dwellings.

Wong et al (2010) quoting Hong Kong Special Administrative Region HKSAR 

(2003) defined urban renewal as the "plan, process and program through which 

environmental-quality redevelopment occurs in derelict urban areas via large-scale 

demolition and clearance". It is clear that from the above four (i.e. Hong Kong, 

UK, Sweden, Denmark) nation's approach to housing/urban renewal that its main 

ideas are revolving around the building or the built environment. It can be seen 

from the above definitions that 'renewal' is usually a more physically driven 

activity and often neglecting community residents in its process. As earlier 

proposed, a differentiation is to be made between urban/housing renewal and 

regeneration. As reported in Tsenkova (2002). urban regeneration moves beyond 

the aims, aspirations and achievements of urban renewal. Regeneration as a term is
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often referred to 'community regeneration' (see Social Economy Scotland, SES 

2007), and entails both the physical aspects of the community and even the 

sometimes more importantly, the social and economic aspects of it. This is the 

focus of section 2.3 which follows. An attempt is made here to explain how the 

term 'regeneration' was formed, how it differs from 'renewal' and why it is the 

preferred term for this research.

2.2.3 Urban Regeneration

It is of extreme importance to understand what regeneration is as a term in order to 

identify its key factors. This will help in knowing the key aspects relating to 

regeneration which will then in turn help in the effort to develop the framework for 

the enhancement of community participation in regeneration as stated in the main 

aim of this research. According to Tallon (2009), regeneration has become a 

phenomenon associated with any kind of development in towns and cities. 

Regeneration according to Weaver (2001) can be said to be the attempt to reverse 

community decline by both improving the physical structure, and, more importantly 

and elusively, the economy of areas. It is more than physical renewal (Tsenkova 

2002), although the physical state of the urban area is the most easily recognised. 

McGreal et al (2004) attributed regeneration to mean both the economic and 

physical renewal of locations with development and investment in property as a 

fundamental part of both the process and product. Diamond and Southern (2006) 

are of the opinion that it is an ambiguous term as it seems to tend to rescue the 

world. Robert and Sykes (2000) took a more in-depth approach by defining Urban 

Regeneration as "a comprehensive and integrated vision and action which leads to 

the resolution of community problems and which seeks to bring about a lasting 

improvement in the economic, physical, social and environmental condition of an 

area that has been subject to change". Tallon (2010) explained regeneration as 

having four dimensions as shown below:
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Economic

Social/ Cultural

Physical/ 
Environmental
Governance

Job creation, income, employability, skills, 
employment, development etc
Quality of life, health, education, crime, housing, 
quality of public services etc
Infrastructure, built and natural environment, transport 
and communication etc
Nature of decision making, engagement of local 
groups, involvement of other groups, styles of 
leadership etc

Table 2.1: Approaches to urban regeneration (source: Tallon 2010)

From the UK government's point of view, "(Urban) regeneration is about jobs: 

their creation, protection, quality and skills and the accessibility to various groups 

within society. It is also about investment: in businesses, in the urban infrastructure 

of roads, railways, airports and in facilities like shops, tourists' attraction, sports 

and cultural facilities; finally, it is about wealth: the generation of profit, of 

income, of resources and how these are distributed between rich and poor area, 

and groups. It is a highly political discipline: it is about people and power" (DETR 

2000 in Tsenkova 2002)

The UK government from the above definition places an importance on keywords 

such as society, culture, poor areas, profits and politics. Malcolm Chisholm (MSP), 

Minister for Communities in 2006 defined 'Regeneration' under 4 categories: 

'Place', 'People', 'Partnership' and 'Prosperity'. According to him, 'Place', 

because regeneration is about realising the opportunities from individual locations, 

their distinctive buildings and structures, past heritage, new culture, proximity to 

regional assets, transport linkages, etc. 'People', because regeneration is about 

transforming places for the benefit of the people who live and work in and around 

the area. Regeneration is also about 'Partnerships' because no single individual or 

agency has the solution and finally, it is about 'Prosperity (or Product)' because 

regeneration is about creating value and creating pride.

The Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) (2008) explained regeneration 

in terms of the effort that needs to be inserted. In renewal initiatives, capital is a 

major requirement as it often refers to refurbishing and rebuilding etc but in 

regeneration, partnerships are needed, hence the RICS defined regeneration as "the 

process of reversing economic, social and physical decay in our towns and cities
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where it has reached that stage when market forces alone will not suffice"". (The 

Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors RICS 2003 in Adair, 2003) It is clear 

from this that market forces like demand and supply or other fiscal policies alone 

can no longer redeem the areas and so other initiatives like social requirements are 

needed.

Going by the above definitions, it is lucid that regeneration unlike renewal is about 

people as well as place, infrastructures, vision, culture, profit and groups; it can be 

seen more as a process rather than a product. In putting the definitions and 

regeneration together, it can be said that community regeneration which will be 

adopted by this research is:

"a comprehensive and integrated vision and action involving a group of 

people regardless of background who engage and communicate together to 

seek a lasting solution to an area's economic, physical, social and 

environmental condition by creating a liveable environment with 

infrastructures, investments and safety whilst giving the power of decision 

to the residents "

To achieve the objectives of housing regeneration delivery, many partnerships have 

to be established, according to Dekker et al (2005), some of the participating 

partnerships in achieving an effective regeneration will have to include, central 

government, relevant ministries, regional government, local governments, housing 

associations, private companies, residents' organisation; and individual members of 

the community. It is clear from this section that unlike 'renewal' which is more 

physical and money driven, community regeneration is more about building 

partnerships and joint working as shown in Table 2.1. To further understand the 

ways these partnerships are formed and works section 2.2.4 looks into partnership 

working in order to explore their composition, duties and levels of involvement in 

the process.
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2.2.4 Partnerships and the Delivery of Regeneration 

Regeneration is usually delivered to communities through the various partnerships 

existing in the community (Duncan and Thomas 2000); partnerships are simply 

organisations involved in the delivery of regeneration to an area (ODPM 2005). 

They are usually formed to act both as ways of ensuring the effective management 

of services within the community and as potential "change agents" in the way they 

bring together different (and sometimes competing) interest groups (Diamond, 

2002). They are the 'actors or 'stakeholders' in the process of the regeneration. 

These 'actors' or 'stakeholders' form partnerships as needed in order to deliver the 

regeneration need of the area (Tsenkova, 2002). Partnerships or Local Strategic 

Partnerships LSPs) as often referred to include representatives from the community, 

and private and public agencies (Harriott and Matthews 2004, ODPM 2005). 

According to the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG 

2007a), LSPs are "non-statutory, multi-agency partnerships, which matches local 

authority boundaries. LSPs bring together at a local level the different parts of the 

public, private, community and voluntary sectors; allowing different initiatives and 

services to support one another so that they can work together more effectively". As 

advised by the Planning and Advisory Service (2007), 'to ensure that community 

engagement is effective and meaningful, councils should start early, keep 

communicating and ensure that at as many people as possible feel able to make a 

difference to their local area'.

The partners usually involved in LSPs are many and varied. According to Local 

Government Improvement and Development (2010), partners in regeneration 

usually include:

  community groups,

  local authorities,

  property consultants, Private developers

  urban regeneration companies

  registered social landlords,

  faith groups,

  individuals/ local residents

  voluntary organisations,
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  health sector workers,

  police force, community wardens,

  suppliers and other contractors, etc.

It is worth noting that members of the community, faith groups, community groups 

and other voluntary associations are mentioned as being part of the partnership. 

This shows the importance attributed by the Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) to 

participation/ partnering with community groups in order to achieve community 

regeneration.

Strategically reviewing the list of stakeholders, it can be seen that they can be 

broadly categorised into two i.e. regeneration providers and regeneration enablers. 

The regeneration providers according to this research are the stakeholders are the 

government agencies who are burdened with the task of carrying out the 

regeneration plans in real terms. They are usually the local council, contractors or 

urban regeneration companies, who bid for government funds to regenerate a 

community. In the light of this, it can hence be said that according to the list above, 

the following are regeneration providers: local authorities, property consultants, 

Private developers, urban regeneration companies, registered social landlords, 

police force, community wardens, suppliers and other contractors, etc. One the 

other hand, the regeneration enablers are the stakeholders who are based in the 

community and are geared towards facilitating the regeneration initiatives by 

making inputs that makes the regeneration plan sustainable. HM Government 

(2008) referred to this group as Representatives of local persons. By this it was 

meant that they include a mix of 'local persons' i.e. a balanced selection of the 

individuals, groups or organisations the authority considers likely to be affected by, 

or have an interest in, a particular authority function and who the authority is under 

a duty to involve where they think it appropriate to do so. Also, looking at the list 

above, they include such stakeholders as: community groups, faith groups, 

voluntary organisations, individuals etc.

Having identified the list of stakeholders in regeneration partnerships and what 

category they belong to, this will assist in choosing appropriate stakeholders to
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interview in the course of data collection. The pilot interview further assists in 

seeking additional stakeholder to the list above; the process of this is further 

discussed in chapter 4.

2.2.5 Importance of Partnerships

According to Foley (2003), good partnerships foster integration. On justifying the 

need for Local Strategic Partnerships (LSP), the ODPM (2006) was clear in stating 

that an obvious lack of joint working at local level has been one of the key reasons 

why there has been little progress in delivering sustainable economic, social and 

physical regeneration, or improved public services, that meet the needs of local 

communities.

According to (Newborn and Jones 2002), the underlying idea of partnerships stem 

from lessons from the past mistakes of single-sector or single agency approaches 

because a combination of organisations, and the community, working co­ 

operatively as part of an LSP was thought to have a far greater chance of success in 

an attempt to regenerate an area (Rodney and Clark 2002). To achieve these 

improvements, the Government, local authorities and other service providers need 

to work co-operatively, change the ways they work, reallocate resources and 'bend' 

their mainstream programmes to tackle issues that really matter to local people 

(Foley 2003). A LSP works within the confines of a particular community or 

neighbourhood. The Local Area Agreement (LAA) pilot schemes were introduced 

in 2002 by the labour government, aiming to simplify some central funding, help 

join up public services more effectively and allow greater flexibility for local 

solutions to local circumstances (CLG 2007). The LAA devolve decision making, 

encourages bottom-up approach to regeneration, move away from a 'Whitehall 

knows best' philosophy and reduce bureaucracy in the process of regeneration 

delivery.

The LSP work according to a set of LAAs which are regulations which set out the 

priorities for a Local Area agreed between the Central Government and the Local 

Area and other key partners at the local level. LSPs initiative is also concerned



about the most deprived neighbourhoods in the UK and 88 of such neighbourhoods 

were identified with a sum of £800M Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF) set 

aside for them in the National Strategy.

From the above, it is clear that the inclusion of the public members of the 

community into the mainstream decision making is deemed important for the 

success of a LSP in order to meet the needs of the local people. It is a good idea 

according to Herriot and Mathews (2004) but it is not without its own problems. 

Some of the pre-identified problems partnerships will be explored further in the 

succeeding section.

2.2.6 Problems with Partnerships

According to Lawless (2004), the main problems with partnership working can be 

divided into four;

  Firstly, the role of individuals can be (too) decisive; for example, local 

authority departmental heads, chief executives and senior agency staff may 

sit on NDC Boards providing them with real clout and any of their actions 

can greatly affect decisions.

  Secondly, it may be that the intrinsic nature of some services militates 

against Area Based Initiatives (ABIs). For instance several observers 

suggest that the relative lack of involvement of local social services 

departments is due to their emphasis on individuals and families, rather than 

area based deprivation. This is similar to what Poursanidou and Farrier 

(2008) refers to as a 'shotgun partnerships' or 'forced marriage' since the 

main objective of the partners are not similar to one another.

  Third, partnership working can be affected by organisational change. The 

police have probably proved the most supportive of organisations. It may be 

local police have realised the opportunities which NDCs provide to attack 

crime in some of the most deprived of localities.

  Fourth, there may also be a lack of organisational capacity within 

stakeholder agencies through which to provide a 'bespoke and flexible' 

services



The composition of partnerships has been explored and it has been seen that it is an 

important requirement for successful regeneration delivery, even though it has 

some potential problems. What remains certain even in spite of all the problems is 

that partnerships are all working together for the common good of the community 

they represent. Another theme that came out of the exploration of the make-up of 

LSPs is the community groups, faith groups etc, many authors think this actual 

residents of the community need to be actively involved in the regeneration, for that 

reason, the next section aims at exploring participation and involvement of 

community residents in regeneration, the extent to which they are involved and 

identify any problems inhibiting this seeming good practice. This research will 

hence further explore the contextual nature of partnership working in the process of 

community regeneration by engaging with professionals in the field of community 

regeneration. This will be done with the aid of interviews. The process is discussed 

more extensively in the methodology chapter 4 and the results are presented in 

chapter 5.

2.3 RESIDENT INVOLVEMENT AND PARTICIPATION IN 

REGENERATION

It has been seen from previous sections that ensuring the participation of the 

members of the community has many benefits and also that community members 

are very important stakeholders in the community. This section studies the 

involvement/ participation of community members in the process of regeneration. It 

identifies what participation means and highlights the various levels at which 

members of the community can participate because that is one of the objectives of 

this research. It also explores both the potential benefits and downsides of 

participation in order to explore if its benefits outweighs the challenges attributable 

to it.

23



2.3.1 What is Participation

Participation according to Ward (1992) means involving the user of a service in 

decisions about that service. It is the process by which public concerns, needs and 

values are incorporated into government and corporate decision making (Creighton, 

2005). Also Dekker (2007) defines participation "as activities undertaken by 

residents with the aim of positively influencing the social and physical situation of 

their neighbourhood". It is the extent to which the residents of a community can 

affect the final decision (Creighton, 2005). Participation can be either 'formal' or 

'informal' Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development OECD 

(2005). 'Formal' participation refers to people taking part in the decision-making 

processes that influence their neighbourhood positively while 'Informal' 

participation are softer processes like belonging to street committee that organises 

neighbourhood events. Both forms of participation are good for the neighbourhood 

(Lelieveldt, 2004). Participation according to the former Minister for Communities 

David Miliband (2005) in Morris (2007) means more opportunities for individuals 

to have influence and choice over what, where, when and by whom a service is 

provided. In making a case for participation, Burton (2003) identified 3 main 

political imperatives for driving the agenda for participation. According to him:

'"First is the belief that participation is intrinsically good and worthwhile, and 

hence more participation is desirable. Second is the growing acknowledgement 

that many major policv issues do not appear to be capable of obvious 

resolution. Finally, there is a clear belief that greater participation is needed 

to stem if not reverse the apparent decline in social capital"

Community or neighbourhood involvement in regeneration is widely held to be a 

good thing. Joseph Rowntree Foundation JRF in their 2007 report on "Developing 

Effective Community Involvement Strategies" asked a question on "why involve 

the community?" and the answer was quite straight forward; they said; "because it 

produces better results". Government guidelines had always stressed the importance 

of involving the community, service users and potential service users (DETR 2003) 

but there is still some scepticism about this approach. For example, Burton (2003) 

asked the question: "what is the impact in practice of public involvement on
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neighbourhood regeneration" and "has it made any difference and was it a positive 

one"? These questions are reviewed in greater extent by interviewing professionals. 

This is done during the data collection phase as expatiated upon in chapter 4. An 

attempt is also made to ascertain the practicality of community engagement and to 

see if there is an alternative to it or if the stress of undertaking it is justifiable 

through its benefits.

2.3.2 Effective Community Participation

Politicians are now more than ever interested in finding new ways to involve people 

in making decisions about the way public services in their area are run (Skidmore et 

al 2008) and according to Worley and Pierson (2005), community participation is 

now widely accepted as essential for effective regeneration programmes. Foley 

(2003) stated that good community participation is yet to be embedded in 

partnership or governance, many residents feel disenfranchised because they have 

little control over renewal or service delivery.

JRF (2007) identified the following as a guide for some of the benefits associated 

with community involvement:

  Communities have a fresh perspective, and can often see the problems in 

new ways.

  Community involvement helps to deliver programmes which more 

accurately target local needs.

  The resulting projects are more acceptable to the local community.

  Programme outputs which have been designed with input from local 

residents are likely to last longer because communities feel ownership of 

them.

  The constructive involvement of communities in urban regeneration helps to 

build local organisational skills, making it easier to develop strong 

successor organisations.

  Successful community involvement helps to revitalise democracy.



According to former Prime Minister Tony Blair (1998) "Unless the community is 

fully engaged in shaping and delivering regeneration, even the best plans on paper 

will fail to deliver in practice". As argued by the Royal Town Planning Institute 

RTPI (2005), the phrase "community engagement" causes considerable confusion 

for it is often used as an umbrella term to cover the whole range of public 

involvement and consultation. According to the RTPI it has a more precise meaning 

which is that it refers to those actions and processes which take place to establish an 

effective relationship with individual and organisational stakeholder. It can then be 

inferred that inasmuch as community participation is important, not all activities 

involving members of the community amounts to community participation. This 

concept of 'community engagement' is contextually explored in greater details by 

interviewing regeneration stakeholders and professions. This is done with a view to 

seeing what kinds of activities they see as community participation activities, also 

to explore the benefits attributable to community participation efforts. The 

interview process and interviewees are discussed in chapter 4.

2.3.3 The Potential Benefits of Participation and Involvement

In order to make a case for the task of studying community participation and 

involvement in regeneration, it will be extremely important to explore the benefits 

(if any) of participation. According to Skidmore et al (2008), three reasons are put 

forward as the main reasons for involving members of the community. The reasons 

are that it leads to better and more responsive services, it tackles people's 

disengagement from politics and the democratic process and it builds social capital. 

According to Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2007), there are many benefits of 

involvement of the community, good practices in regeneration reveals

  That the public at large (the lay public perhaps) provide a contrasting 

perspective to the views of the professional or political elite; which can 

serve as a mean of generating more creative proposals and solutions - for 

thinking outside the box, in the parlance of'modern' policy making
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  That lay (i.e. inexperienced) people can provide the application of both 

important knowledge and common sense to policy proposals which can 

serve as an important form of reality check.

  Community involvement helps to deliver programmes which more 

accurately target local needs which make the resulting projects more 

acceptable and longer lasting because communities feel ownership of them.

  The constructive involvement of communities in urban regeneration helps to 

build local organisational skills, making it easier to develop strong 

successor organisations

  Successful community involvement helps to revitalise democracy.

The Lancashire Partnership proposes that Engaging communities throughout the 

regeneration process will ensure that housing and neighbourhoods are developed to 

meet their specific needs and expectations. Quoting from their 2006 framework for 

sustainable communities', "Involving local people in the design process can help to 

avoid this by promoting a better understanding of what is valued in a 

neighbourhood. This will help to retain and promote the identity of an area even 

where significant housing clearance and redevelopment is proposed".

They further went ahead to say that where there are new housing proposals, future 

occupiers and other local residents may have suggestions for neighbourhood layout 

as well as more detailed aspects of design, and we need to consider their opinions 

when making these proposals. According to Ingamells (2007). by engaging 

residents in more complex analysis and collective, politicized action, a strong per 

formative imperative galvanizes residents, planners and community practitioners 

alike. People get better housing, the market value of homes in the area increases, 

existing home owners are happy, renters get better accommodation and more 

security from neighbourhood disturbance.

Involving local residents in the regeneration process can help to secure their 

commitment to an area (CLG 2008). If existing residents feel they are directing the 

process of change, and that proposals are being developed to meet their needs and 

tackle their concerns, they may feel more inclined to stay and build a future there
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for themselves and their families". Hence there will be reduced resident turnover. 

One a practical scale, The Audit Commission (2004) said "The purpose of 

widening (private sector) involvement is to increase the range of skills available to 

pathfinders and bring different perspectives to bear on the issues raised 

nevertheless, there is no single best way to achieve regeneration (Bevan 2003).

According to the JRF (2007), the option to involve the community is not the easiest 

way out and it can be daunting a times. For these reason, it is important to 

investigate some of the drawbacks of this idea. These drawbacks are explored in the 

next section.

2.3.4 The Pitfalls of Community Involvement/Participation

It is important whilst studying the benefits of community participation to explore 

the possibilities of any downsides to it. This gives the study a more rounded and 

holistic view of the concept and help in comparing the benefits with the pitfalls. 

According to Burton (2003) it is not to say that community involvement and 

participation are without its own pitfalls, on the contrary according to Rowe (2006) 

a plethora of material suggests that partnerships, while a good idea on paper, are 

particularly problematic in practice. Burton (2003) suggested that there are reasons 

why community participation is difficult to accomplish. According to him, some of 

the issues are facts such as:

  that lay people are unknowledgeable or ignorant, especially about complex 

or difficult policy issues,

  that they are likely to be subjective and self interested and unable to see the 

wider or public interest,

  that they might be biased or prejudiced,

  that they might be too emotive, incapable of rigorous and rational analysis

In addition to the above list, Ball (2004) also took a perspective on the problems 

associated with community participation. According to him, some of the problems 

include
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  time/cost overrun

  too many unproductive meetings

  excessive bureaucracies

  lack of overall leadership

Weighing the benefits against the pitfalls, many authors propose a case for greater 

involvement of the neighbourhood.

Neighbourhood regeneration through resident's involvement needs to achieve 

improved outcomes for all members of the community. According to the DCLG 

(2009), "It is about connecting communities. Everyone should have the opportunity 

to participate in, and benefit from, the National Strategy for Neighbourhood 

Renewal. It is important to ensure that there are opportunities for all: men and 

women, children and young people, older people, people from different faith 

communities, people from different ethnic backgrounds, and people with 

disabilities, to get involved and see real benefits from neighbourhood regeneration 

activity". In a country with as rich and diverse racial mix like England, the design 

and layout of new properties should take into account the requirements of different 

sections of the population (Cantel, 2001), to ensure that they can meet multiple sets 

of needs and to avoid resentments based on a perception that work has prioritised 

one group over another. In order to achieve this, the Local Government 

Improvement and Development agency (2010) suggests the option of openness to 

considering and developing new ways to deliver services.

So far, the above sections have defined what a community is, distinguished renewal 

from regeneration, discussed partnerships and its benefits and explored the concept 

of participation and some of its pitfalls. However, still missing are the ways through 

which effective community participation can be achieved and sustained. Also the 

levels and extent to which members are expected to participate are yet to be 

explored. Since this research is focusing on the challenges of community 

participation, it is pertinent to know what levels the members of the public are 

expected to participate and what good practices are available as practiced by some 

communities.
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2.3.5 Levels of Community Participation

There are different types and levels of participation, (Aref, 2009, Dekker 2007). 

Aref (2009) broadly categorised these levels into 'genuine participation', 'symbolic 

participation' and 'non participation' whereas according to the Wilcox's (2003) 

adaptation of Arnstein's ladder of participation, participation can be classified as 

involving activities such as ' Informing' telling people about the pathfinder and 

what it plans to do, and engaging their interest in it, 'Consulting' which involves 

offering people options, getting feedback from them and taking account of their 

views, 'Deciding together' encouraging people to develop ideas or options, and 

giving them some influence in deciding the way forward 'Acting together' i.e. joint 

decision-making on action to be taken, and forming partnerships with residents' 

groups to carry it out and finally, 'Supporting independent community initiatives' 

i.e. helping residents to carry out their own plans or initiatives for example by 

grant-aiding or in other ways supporting them, while leaving them in charge of 

what happens. Both classifications show that there is a degree of freedom for 

members of the community as they move up the participation ladder.

According to the Figure 2.1, the bottom level is where there is no forms of 

participation whatsoever while the top part is the more effective level of 

participation. The top three levels are the places where there is substantial 

participation; i.e. the inputs of the residents are factored into the decision making

process and sense of belonging is 

thereby created among the 

participants. On a community level, 

Dekker (2007) attributes the various 

levels as varying from consultation, 

information, empowerment etc. The 

level of community participation and 

involvement in community

Substantial 
Participation

Supporting 

Acting Together 

Deciding Together 

Consultation
3 «
o. 
o

Information

T

Figure 2.1: Levels of community participation 
Source: Wilcox 2003

regeneration varies from one 

community or local council to the 

other. Going by the guidelines of the
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NDC, the LAA of councils cannot be the same because the inherent issues and 

challenges they face are different. According to the JRF (2007) formal partnerships 

are recommended by the funding agencies in order to add credence to the 

application for fund. There is a need for informal relationships among the partners 

in regeneration (Salford City Council 2008) as formal relationships are not 

guaranteed to yield any positive results. The JRF (2007) added that there are many 

levels at which partnerships can work; there are the 'individual, societal and 

institutional' levels. Participation according to JRF is needed at all these levels. 

Although, all of the levels have their own impediment, however, it was concluded 

by the report that the most effective level, where individual feel most free to 

participate is the individual level, as discussions at this level are very informal and 

relaxed.

Apart from categorising the levels of participation as done by the JRF, some local 

councils like Havant LC, subdivides there councils strategies into layers and spell 

out how the members of the public will be involved, for example in the annual 

monitoring report of 2005 which covered the corporate plans for 2005-08, the 

regeneration strategy was to unlock the potentials of the residents and tackle 

deprivation. How this will be achieved was however not detailed.

In reference to the 'good practice guide' of the New Zealand's Ministry of Social 

Development, Bromell and Hyland (2007) identified two broad levels of 

participation, they were 'the government agency driven participation' and 

'community driven participation'. The government driven one is further subdivided 

into two types. Firstly, there is information provision and secondly, there is a one- 

off consultation on specific issues. On the community driven side, they are also in 

two subdivisions, there is the collaborative process level and the community 

division level. It can be concluded from all the authors and the local council that 

more than just telling the people what the plans were, there is a higher need to help 

the people get active by giving them the tools and environment required to voice 

their opinion.

This section has discussed the various levels at which the community residents can

participate in regeneration matters, many authors used different terms to distinguish
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between these levels, two common themes however emerges from the literature of 

this topic. One was that usually, the people at least has to be informed of what the 

government wants to do in their community, even though Reading Local Council 

went a step behind the 'information stage' by depicting the possibility of a 

'manipulation stage' as being the first level of participation. Secondly, for 

participation to be very effective, it has to go all the way to the level of 

'empowerment, engagement or support'. Worthy of note is the fact that most of the 

regeneration models or frameworks available in local councils often contain 

community participation generally and not specifically focusing on minority groups 

or any other groups particularly. Having explored the central tenets of community 

participation and the levels at which members of the community can participate, the 

next section reviews some of the past attempts of previous UK governments on 

regeneration. The strengths and weaknesses of these past initiatives are explored in 

order to identify good practices and also to learn valuable lessons from their 

strengths.

2.4 PAST HOUSING REGENERATION SCHEMES

This section reviews some of the past efforts aimed at regeneration. It reviews the 

importance attached to regeneration by previous governments. This justifies this 

research, it also assist the research in drawing on some of the tried and trusted 

practices of the past as well as to learn from some of their mistakes in order to 

inform a more rounded approach for future initiatives.

2.4.1 Area Based Initiatives (ABIs)

Area-Based Initiatives (ABIs) are publicly funded initiatives targeted on areas of 

social or economic disadvantage, which aim to improve the quality of life of 

residents and/or their future life chances and those of their children (Cabinet Office, 

2008)

The ultimate goal of an ABI is to create a sustainable programme of work, in which 

community engagement, ownership and involvement, are key in identifying 

problems, developing solutions and helping to implement them. The intention is to
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work in partnership with the community to achieve their aspirations, rather than 

agencies just implementing their normal services without consultation. Initiatives 

such as the New Deal for Communities (NDC), Single Regeneration Budget (SRB), 

URBAN I and II (in Bristol) East Bolton Initiative, Community Empowerment 

Fund (CEF), Neighbourhood Management (NM), Neighbourhood Renewal Fund 

(NRF), Manchester Salford Partnerships (MSP) are all examples of ABIs. The main 

foci of ABIs according to the Home Office (2003) are:

  Full and meaningful involvement of neighbouring communities in the 

development of ABIs is needed to ensure that tensions arising between 

disadvantaged areas receiving differential funding are addressed.

  Use of a good communications/marketing strategy to explain the 

objectives and the rationale for funding decisions will have the effect of 

positively influencing local perceptions.

  Meaningful consultation and communication with recipient communities 

needs to take place, which leads to local ownership of renewal activity by 

communities. This will help to build sustainability and community cohesion 

at a local level. Consultation and engagement with communities takes time 

- it is recommended that a "year zero" should be built into the planning 

process to allow adequate time for this

The residents are in the heart of ABIs, even if the main project will be demolitions, 

the community has to be consulted; communication is key in ABIs and 'meaningful 

involvement' is advocated in ABIs other than the patronising of the residents. A 

starting year of consultation is advised so that the community has adequate time for 

consultation. Oftentimes, the exact issues to be addressed, and the relative balance 

of these issues, will vary according to the circumstances of the specific 

neighbourhood under review (Roche 2003, Gedling Borough 2008) but 

nevertheless, an ABI is based solely on an area/community, the New Deal for 

Community (NDC) is an ABI which focuses on community engagement as a 

priority strategy to tackle deprivation of declined areas. The next section hence 

looks more into its agenda and how it hopes to carry members of the community 

along in its operations
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2.4.2 New Deal for Communities (NDC)

The New Deal for Communities (NDC) is a key programme in the Government's 

strategy to tackle multiple deprivations in the most deprived neighbourhoods in the 

country (Lawless 2004), giving some of our poorest communities the resources to 

tackle their problems in an intensive and co-ordinated way. The aim is to bridge the 

gap between these neighbourhoods and the rest of England (CLG 2007) The New 

Deal for Communities (NDC) Programme is one of the most important Area Based 

Initiatives (ABIs) ever launched in England (Beatty et al 2008). Announced in 

1998, the Programme's primary purpose is to reduce the gap between some 39 

deprived neighbourhoods and the rest of the country. Residents are planned to be 

involved in many activities across the board (McCleavy 2009). NDC partnerships 

and programmes are being driven by their communities, and residents are fully 

involved in the planning and delivery of NDC programmes' also efforts are made to 

employ local residents wherever possible (Lawless 2004). It is very strong 

community involvement undertone that makes the UK's New Deal for Community 

(NDC) close to the US' Homeownership Opportunities for People Everywhere 

(HOPE VI) scheme. Although understandably, the HOPE VI is on a larger scale 

due to the population difference between the UK and the US, but according to the 

baseline report of the HOPE VI programme (2007), HOPE VI requires that housing 

authorities and developers involve public housing residents in designing a new 

development and planning the services to be provided there. In a case example of 

the Bronx in New York, it was reported by Tarver (2007) that as New York City 

almost went bankrupt by 1976; the housing situation in the Bronx was dire. Private 

apartment buildings suffered from wartime controls on rent and collection, the 

buildings aged, and the landlords were unable to pay for taxes, repairs, and regular 

maintenance. This led to tenants eventually abandoning these uninhabitable 

buildings, addicts looking to pay for drugs scavenged the buildings for scrap. In the 

end, it was more profitable to destroy these buildings than to salvage them (Tarver, 

2007). But to achieve this, proper monitoring of the process was greatly advocated 

Acitelli (2007)

A performance management approach for the New Deal for Communities (NDC) 

was introduced in 2002 which is monitored by the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit
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(NRU). The main duty of the NRU is to ensure that the performance framework 

remains efficient and effective, and compatible with emerging arrangements for 

LAAs. With so much planning and grants going into regeneration, evidence of 

tenant consultation was regrettably still scanty (Alien 2000). Alien however did not 

explicitly define what was meant by consultation. It could signify anything from 

giving information to yielding significant measures of control as shown in the 

Figure 2.1 above. Nonetheless, a level of partnership working is implied. Hence a 

type of neighbourhood renewal partnership is discussed in the section that follows

2.4.3. Housing Market Renewal Pathfinders

In April 2002 the Government announced the creation of nine Market Renewal 

Pathfinders in the North of England and the Midlands. All the pathfinders exhibited 

housing market weaknesses, evident through high vacancy rates, low sales 

values/low demand and, in some cases, neighbourhood abandonment (Worley and 

Pierson 2006). The south of England was facing a major problem of skyrocketing 

house prices and ever increasing demand. More businesses were opening up and 

labour was moving there. On the other end of the spectrum was the north, 

struggling to survive with the population reducing by the day (Wilcox 2003).

The ODPM then identified nine areas as pioneers of this concept of neighbourhood 

renewal. They were Birmingham and Sandwell, East Lancashire, Humberside, 

Manchester and Salford, Merseyside, Newcastle and Gateshead, North 

Staffordshire, Oldham and Rochdale and South Yorkshire. As it is shown, they are 

all in the north and midlands. These areas had a high vacancy to occupancy ratio, 

population decline, neighbourhood neglect and complete market failure (Audit 

Commission 2005). The government in a bid to curb the north-south divide has 

identified these 9 most hit cities by the blight of urban abandonment and economic 

recession for a novel approach to neighbourhood renewal. These areas were 

referred to as 'Housing Market Renewal Pathfinders'. All the pathfinders work in 

partnerships with a separate name indicating there core value or vision. A list of all 

the partnerships and their names, and which areas they cover are as follows:
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  Bridging Newcastle Gateshead Partnership - Newcastle and Gateshead

  Gateway Hull and East Riding Partnership Hull and East Riding of 

Yorkshire

  Transform South Yorkshire Partnership - Sheffield, Barnsley, Rotherham and 

Doncaster

  Urban Living Partnership - Birmingham and Sandwell

  Renew North Staffordshire Partnership -Stoke, Newcastle u Lyme & 

Staffordshire Moorlands

  Manchester Salford Partnership - Manchester and Salford

  New heartlands Partnership - Liverpool, Sefton and Wirral

  Partners in Action Partnership Oldham and Rochdale

  Elevate East Lancashire Partnership Blackburn with Darwen, Hyndburn,

Burnley, Pendle

All the above mentioned areas do not only suffer material disadvantage but also 

from poor reputation (Dean and Hastings 2000). According to Pacione (2009), there 

is an evident reduced quality of life for residents of stigmatised estates as a result of 

negative stereotyping.

As concluded by Dean and Hastings (2000), quality of life of residents and negative 

stereotyping is a major reason for the HMRP scheme. This implies that it is not just 

the physical or environmental aspects of the affected neighbourhoods that need 

attention; there is also a need to fix their social problems as well.

2.4.4 Approach to the establishment of the Nine HMRP Areas

Here the background of the HMRP initiative and how it differs from other renewal 

initiatives is reviewed and evaluated. In April 2002, nine pathfinders were 

announced by the labour government to take forward new approaches to tackling 

low demand. The areas were identified by research carried out by Birmingham 

University and subsequent analysis by ODPM of the sub-regions where the 

problems of low demand and abandonment are most acute. About 700,000 homes 

are included in the Pathfinder areas. This equates to more than half of the one 

million properties in low demand based on 2002 estimates.

The areas cut across local authority boundaries with the expectation that
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partnerships will be established to involve all stakeholders in developing strategic 

plans for whole housing markets. The partnerships were to ensure that all the 

essential requirements of sustainable communities, especially good quality, 

customer focused public services and a pride in the community and cohesion within 

it, are addressed, in line with the wider National Strategy for Neighborhood 

Renewal (JRF 2007). There are three strategic objectives of the pathfinders 

according to JRF (2007), these objectives were to

  achieve a radical improvement and diversity of neighborhoods helping 

secure a more sustainable settlement pattern in the sub region

  grow the area's housing range, increasing housing choice in order to meet 

the aspirations of existing, emerging and incoming households

  improve housing quality, ensuring that all tenures capitalize on the 

opportunities created through innovations in design, standards and 

efficiency

Some local drivers were also been identified as some of the reasons for market 

change (Cole and Nevin 2004) although the character of these drivers as well as the 

extent differs from one pathfinder to the other. These drivers according to Cole and 

Nevin are:

• Community cohesion - this considers the structure of the community in 

terms of such factors as ethnicity and other resident's status factors such as 

asylum seekers and refugee population. For example the Birmingham 

Sandwell pathfinder area is recording a rapid population change in Black 

and minority ethnic (BME) community.

• The condition of the housing stock and physical environment

• The loss of form and function - for example when the major form of 

economic activity leaves an area, there is a tendency for population to drop 

in search of greener pasture.

• Metropolitan abandonment - this follows that generally speaking, cities are 

more economically vibrant than suburban and inner cities.

Pathfinders were required to prepare a prospectus or strategy for approval by

ODPM and to do this at their own pace (Audit Commission 2005b). That
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prospectus described a series of interventions aimed at eradicating areas of low 

demand and laid the foundations for a series of Neighborhood and Area planning 

processes that would develop a vision for neighborhoods and put in place long term 

plans for their transformation.

Even though 'lack of resident and the local community involvement' were spelt out 

as one of the drivers of market failure in the pathfinder areas, the initiative failed to 

clearly define the role of community involvement in the overall achievement of a 

strong housing market in the pathfinder areas. However, many authors had thrown 

more light on the reasons for the importance of engaging the community in the 

regeneration plans; the next section looks closely at some of these reasons in a view 

to see how the HMRP meets these requirements.

2.4.5 Resident/Community Participation and Involvement in the HMRP

The Lister et al (2007) identified 5 reasons why community involvement in 

regeneration plans for the HMRP are advocated, they are as follows:

1. It is residents (and potential residents) who will determine whether the local 

housing market is more vibrant, because ultimately they will decide if they 

value living in a particular area or not. Some may 'vote with their feet' by 

moving into (or out of) an area, others may stay because they are content 

with an area, or conversely because they find it difficult to leave.

2. Residents' opinions matter because it is the future of their neighbourhoods 

and their homes which is at stake. In all nine pathfinder areas, decisions are 

being taken which affect the future of thousands of individual homes, both 

rented and owner-occupied, and the plans should be based on residents' 

views. Indeed, unless the plans are 'owned' by the majority of residents, 

they are unlikely to succeed.

3. Pathfinders and their partners face difficult decisions about the future of

areas where houses are in too poor condition or demand is too low for the
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houses to be retained. In these cases, listening to residents is even more 

crucial, not only to get the decisions right but to assure politicians and the 

media that they are based in local opinion. Being able to demonstrate that 

actions are firmly grounded in what local people think, is the strongest 

argument that the chosen course of action is the best available. It will also, 

of course, be of immense benefit in actually carrying the plans through 

successfully.

4. As the HMR programme is one that was introduced within the nine 

pathfinder areas by government, rather than emerging from local demands, 

it made it particularly important to engage with residents at an early stage so 

that their influence could begin to be felt. Inevitably this meant explaining 

and justifying the programme, and showing how the resources available can 

be used to address needs which are apparent to residents.

5. Finally, the residents themselves are a vital source of information about 

local areas they are part of the 'evidence base' on which the HMR 

programme rests. They provide intelligence and information simply because 

they are the ones who live there, know the places inside out, and can be a 

valuable source of ideas about how to make improvements.

In the 2007 baseline report by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government in 2007, the performance and achievements of the HMRP areas was 

reported as:

  In most pathfinders, the proportion of very low value sales under £50,000 

has fallen very sharply;

  The pathfinders are on course to reduce the gap between their area and the 

regional average for both vacancy rates and house-prices by a third by 2010;

  Vacancy rates have dropped from 5.6 per cent in 2001 to 4.8 per cent, and 

the percentage of vacancies resulting from abandonment has fallen from 

15.2 per cent to 11.5 per cent over the same period;
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  The percentage of new social tenants that are working full time has 

increased from 20 per cent in 2001 to 24 per cent in 2005, much closer to 

the national average of 24.8 per cent;

  Overall, local residents have supported the proposals and the pathfinders 

have placed substantial emphasis on community engagement;

  The quality of research and intelligence on which the pathfinders' strategies 

are based is very high, and sounder than for any previous regeneration 

programme.

This section had discussed the main idea behind the novel initiative called "The 

HMRP". It shows that the HMRP was developed to help the most deprived 

neighbourhoods of England suffering from high levels of unemployment, lack of 

health and social amenities, neighbourhood abandonment and neglect, population 

loss, etc. it also identified the 9 areas that pioneered the scheme. The basic ideas 

behind its justification and establishment have been discussed. The community are 

advocated to be put at the core of community regeneration as the regeneration 

scheme affects them more than any other people. The main theme is regeneration of 

neighbourhoods; in the baseline report of 2007 quoted above, neighbourhood 

engagement was not quantified in any measure, it was only mentioned in passing, 

timing of the engagement was also not considered, even though engagement of the 

residents is stressed. As the RICS suggested in their definition of regeneration, it 

was concluded that traditional neighbourhood approach to urban policy would not 

be sufficient to reverse decline in these areas. A detailed look at most of the themes 

of the HMRP shows that the HMRP scheme, like the previous definitions of 

renewal is radical with great emphasis on demolition and rebuilding of the physical 

built environment. Another thing identified by this section is the acknowledgment 

of the fact that one of the main reasons for engaging the community in regeneration 

plans as said earlier is that it breeds cohesion, the HMRP is though not all about 

social regeneration even though, a hint of community cohesion initiative is added 

into its guideline.

There are other neighbourhood based initiatives that put the residents' views' into 

greater consideration. Such initiatives are often referred to as 'Area Based
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Initiatives ABIs'. The next section looks at other ABIs in order to differentiate 

between them and the HMRP in terms of levels of community participation.

2.5 SUMMARY AND KEY FINDINGS

This section collates all the key findings from the literature on what a community is 

and how participation from community members aids the success of regeneration 

activities. The problems with the implementation of effective participation are also 

identified and a conclusion is made that even though there are challenges in the 

process of community participation, the benefits therein outweighs the pitfall. The 

following list which is subdivided into two categories highlights some of the key 

findings from literature as follows:

1 Community and Regeneration:

  A community can be in relation to 'people' or 'place', 'spaces' and 

'relationships' and there are many aspects to it, which includes the 

physical, social (human), environmental (natural), economic etc

  Urban renewal is more about physical demolitions and redevelopments 

whilst community/ neighbourhood regeneration is more about the social 

side of improvements usually involving the grassroots actors

  Regeneration is about 'people', 'process' 'place' and 'product'. There 

are many also different aspects of regeneration e.g. physical, social, 

economic, cultural health, environment etc. Hence regeneration affects 

almost all aspects of human life. This is further explored in chapter 3 

and a framework of the key factors in regeneration is produced.

  There is a move away from the traditional demolition and large scale 

clearances towards a more democratic and community engaging kind of 

regeneration. The importance of the input and impact of members of the 

community is more widely advocated. Chapter 3 hence discusses the 

importance of BME engagement in regeneration.

  The participants in regeneration are the stakeholders and they can be 

broadly divided into community groups (regeneration enablers) and
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government agencies (regeneration providers). Even individual local 

residents are important players in the process of regeneration.

2 Involvement/ Participation/ Engagement in Regeneration

  Participation and partnerships are crucial for the success of any 

regeneration initiative. There are many conflicts in the processes of these 

partnerships but the benefits outweigh the problems. Some of the 

problems are cost, excessive bureaucracies and some members of the 

community often brings in personal biases and prejudices

  The idea of involvement and participation in the community differs from 

person to person; also personal interests of individuals vary. There are 

many levels of participation and the level at which members of the 

community is expected to participate varies from agency to agency

  Community involvement helps to deliver programmes that are ethnically 

sensitive to the local needs, it reduces avoidable tension in disadvantaged 

neighbourhoods and it requires ample time to get sufficient members of 

the community adequately involved. Chapter 5 further investigates the 

best time to involve the community into regeneration plans.

  Community participation and local residents involvement has been a 

major focus of past government initiatives on regeneration. The Area 

Based Initiatives suggested that involving members of the community 

leads to community cohesion among other things.

Having realised the importance of community partnerships and the key role 

members of the community play as stakeholders in regeneration, chapter 5 of this 

research further validates the definition of regeneration and explores how 

community regeneration contributes to the development of a feeling of sense of 

belonging among community members.
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CHAPTER 3: BMEs and COMMUNITY REGENERATION

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Having discussed what constitutes a community as people of different backgrounds 

coming together to share common aspirations and working towards common goals, 

this chapter looks at the UK as a community, the many ethnicities which gives the 

nation the diversity it enjoys today. Special focus will be placed on the class of 

people common referred to as Black and Minority Ethnics (BMEs). In this chapter 

the two research questions as detailed out in chapter 1 are explored. In order to 

clearly identify the main subset of the community upon whom this research is 

focusing, this chapter explores who a BME is and what makes them so. From 

chapter 2, it was realised that a community is about "space' and "relationship', this 

chapter further explores the spatial settlement pattern of BMEs in the UK.

Findings from chapter 2 showed that involving members of the community in the 

process of regeneration helps in developing programmes that deliver local needs in 

a way whereby ethnically sensitive local needs are met. To this light, this chapter 

reviews the socio economic and 'housing need' situation of BMEs, in order to see 

how well these needs are met. The challenge of lack of BME participation in 

community regeneration is also explored. 'Social exclusion' as different from 

material poverty is being propounded as the main reason for BME non 

participation, this concept is further elaborated upon in this chapter and the 

capability of "community cohesion' to overcome the problem of lack of sense of 

belonging in BMEs is reviewed extensively.

The chapter summary gathers all the findings on BMEs and community 

regeneration; however in addition to the chapter summary, this chapter collates all 

the key findings from both literature chapters 2 and 3, the purpose of this is to 

present a holistic view of the key factors in a concise and consolidated manner.
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3.2 WHOISABME?

Ethnicity is multi-dimensional and usually encompasses one or more of 'shared 

origins or social background; shared culture and traditions that are distinctive, and 

maintained between generations, and lead to a sense of identity in groups; and a 

common language or religious tradition (Gill et al 2007). The term BME is very 

broad. Many authors tend to conclude that it is obviously easy to recognise a BME 

as no definitions or delineation is made of the term (see Davies et al 1996; 

Somerville and Steele, 2002). The Home Office (2007) for simplicity sakes 

categorises the country into 'Whites' and 'Non Whites', although they recognise 

the cultural and ethnic diversity of the country.

The Welsh Assembly Government (2005) discovered that "many organisations had 

not defined the term BME and those that has used a variety of interpretations". No 

agreed definition of the term BME was commonly in use. Gill (2001) in Somerville 

and Steel (2002), used the term to refer to people of colour and in the main of 

African, Caribbean, Asian, Middle East and South East Asian descent. Even the 

British Crime Survey (BCS) report of 2009 as reported by Jansson (2009) and the 

Home Office Statistical Bulletin (2010) used the broad categorisation of BMEs as 

White, Mixed, Asian or Asian British, Black or Black British and Chinese or Other 

ethnic groups. Nevertheless, one of the few literatures available on explicit 

explanation was the 2001 Canadian census, which marked out BME as visible 

minorities. It defines 'visible minorities' as "persons, other than Aboriginal peoples, 

who are non-Caucasian in race or Non-White in colour". According to the Canadian 

Census Commission, the visible minority population includes the following groups: 

Chinese, South Asian, Black, Filipino, Latin American, Southeast Asian, Arab, 

West Asian, Japanese, Korean and Pacific Islander. In the UK, it is a much diverse 

mix, according to the Race Relations Act (1976) and the Race Relations 

(Amendment) Act 2000, which is usually used for employment purposes, the usual 

broad race classification is as shown on Figure 3.1. The Welsh Assembly 

Government also highlights some basic characteristics of people who can be 

broadly described as BMEs. According to them, apart from skin colour, BMEs 

usually have different language, ethnicities, culture, religion, values and their 

family history in the UK is relatively shorter than Whites.
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Going by the Figure 3.1, the race classifications can be categorised into two. 

Whites, i.e. British and Irish and the 'non Whites' i.e. Asians, African, Chinese etc. 

these others are the BMEs according to this research. For the purpose of this 

research, the representation of BME by the JRF in 2001 will be adopted. According 

to the JRF, the term 'Black and Minority Ethnic' refers to 'visible' (non-white) 

minorities, this include among others, Black African, Asians, Chinese, Indians, 

Caribbean's, Polish and other members of minority ethnic groups. A unifying factor 

among BMEs is the fact that they are likely to be immigrants and hence have 

another country they call home.

D Asian or Asian British-Indian
D Asian or Asian British- Pakistani
D Asian or Asian British- Bangladeshi
D Middle Eastern
D Chinese/Other Ethnic Background
D Other Asian Background
D Mixed- White and Black Caribbean
D Black or black British- Caribbean
D Black or Black British- African
D Other Black Background

Figure 3.1: UK population classification 
Source: Office for National Statistics ONS 2001

D White- British
D White- Irish
D Other White Background
D Mixed- White and Black African
D Mixed- White and Asian
D Other Mixed Background
D Other Ethnic Background
D Prefer not to day

3.3 ETHNIC AND CULTURAL COMPOSITION OF THE UK

Britain is a perfect example of cultural diversity. According to Wood et al (2002), 

London is now more diverse than any city that has ever existed. Altogether, more 

than 300 languages are spoken by the people of London, and the city has at least 50 

non-indigenous communities with populations of 10,000 or more. Virtually every 

race, nation, culture and religion in the world can claim at least a handful of 

Londoners. London's Muslim population of 607,083 people is probably the most 

diverse anywhere in the world, besides Mecca. Only 59.8 per cent of Londoners 

consider themselves to be white British, while 3.2 per cent consider themselves to 

be of mixed race. On the global front, as the United nations Centre for Human 

Settlement (UNCHS, 2004) demonstrates, global urban change is now characterised 

by alignments of economic and social with cultural forces. With this powerful 

cultural force are some emerging themes such as globalization, cross-national
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market integration, ethnic migrations and increased mobility, global 

communications and media, and also the rise of minority 'rights'.

The 'Commission for the Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain 1 (2000) described the UK 

as being at the turning point of its history with the current population diversity. The 

commission described Britain as a community, with multiple communities. (See 

Worley and Pierson 2005) Table 3.1 shows the ethnicity population pattern of the 

UK. This helps in illustrating the composition of the various ethnic groups 

especially those referred to as the BME. Going by Table 3.1, 7.9% of the UK 

population are BMEs. Over half of those are Asians or Asian British. It has been 

stated that BMEs are visible Non Whites and being a BME is not a function of 

nationality. Also identified is the fact that ethnic minorities makes a sizeable 

proportion of the UK population, therefore their needs (as would be explored in 

chapter 5) should be considered in housing provision.

Ethnic Group
Black-Caribbean
Black - African
Black other (non-mixed)
All Black or Black British
Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Other Asian
All Asian or Asian British
Chinese
Other Ethnic Groups
All minority ethnic groups
White
Total population

Thousands
565
485
97
1,148
1,053
747
283
247
2,331
247
230
4,635
54,153
58,789

% of Total Minority Ethnic Group
12.2
10.5
2.1
24.8
22.7
16.1
6.1
5.3
50.3
5.3
5.0
100
N/A
N/A

All minority groups as % of total 7.9 %
Table 3.1 ONS 2001 Population of the United Kingdom: by ethnic group

One of the ideas of the initiatives of the new regeneration initiative is community 

cohesion and residents' engagement (see section 2.4.4). As reported in the ODPM 

report on "Tackling Homelessness Amongst Ethnic Minority Households" in 2005, 

the ethnic minority population is largely concentrated in a few geographical areas 

and in the large urban centres.

  Nearly half, (45%) of the total ethnic minority population lives in the

London region where they comprise 29% of the total resident population.
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  West Midlands (13%),

  The South East (8%),

  The North West (8%), and

  Yorkshire and the Humber (7%).

According to the UK parliament (2010), even based on the 2001 ONS statistics, 

aside almost 8% of the UK population being non-white, including over one-half the 

population of Newham and Brent, 26% of Leicester's population are Indian, the 

highest share of any local authority in the UK. 33% of the Tower Hamlets 

population are Bangladeshi while 15% of Bradford's population are Pakistani. 12% 

of Lewisham's population are Black Caribbean and 16% of Southwark's population 

are Black African

There are also other significant differences in the regional distribution of the 

different ethnic groups. As BMEs are a substantial in some parts of the UK, issues 

regarding their involvement will be worth considering in order to further justify the 

need for them to engage more effectively. This is hence the focus of the next 

section.

3.3.1 BME in the most deprived neighbourhoods in the UK

After five decades of settlement, Britain's black minority ethnic population is still 

disproportionately concentrated in the poorest urban (usually inner city) locations 

and in the most deprived housing (Phillips 2003) and due to this reason, they are 

likely to be strongly affected by central and local government area-based 

programmes focused on countering deprivation and exclusion (Harrison and 

Phillips, 2003). However, after over thirty years of focusing ABIs in these areas, 

there is still unfortunately only a limited amount of reliable or comprehensive data 

about their direct or indirect effects on minority groups (Harrison and Phillips, 

2003). According to the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) now 

renamed Communities and Local Government (CLG), there are deprived wards in 

every region, but the highest concentrations are in four regions:

  The North East (19% of the most deprived wards
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  The North West (25.7 %)

  London (18%)

  Yorkshire and Humberside (9.4%).

The proportion of the regional population living in the most deprived wards in these 

regions is 35.9 % in the North East, 28.4 % in the North West, 18.8 % in London 

and 21.6 % in Yorkshire and Humberside. 82% of the most deprived wards are 

concentrated in 88 local authority districts. While this is nothing to compare with 

the scale and deprivation of the North American ghetto, black minority ethnic 

clusters in Britain are well defined and show few signs of disintegrating. The 

clusters vary in size from single blocks of flats on social housing estates (as may be 

found in many of the London Boroughs) to extensive tracts of owner occupied 

nineteenth century terraces or back-to-backs in inner areas, typical of northern cities 

such as Oldham, Bradford or Leeds. The following table however further 

corroborates the geographical representation of the problem areas and their ethnic 

age and employment representations.

Comparing Tables 3.1 in section 3.3 and Table 3.2 below, it is true that about 8% of 

the UK population are BME but in the worst affected areas like Tower Hamlet; 

over 70% are from the BME community. This shows the need for concern about the 

welfare of the BME.

Ethnic minority (%) Retired (%) Under-16 (%)
Sandwell 29.9 18.6 22.8
Bradford 45.8 14.8 19.1
Nottingham 27.3 7.6 14.6
Manchester 5.0 15.6 26.4
Middlesbrough 2.6 14.1 25.2
Newham 33.3 14.3 24.2
Tower Hamlets 73.0 13.0 34.0
ENGLAND 5.9 18.2 20.5
Table 3.2: BMEs in disadvantaged communities and employment situations Source: SEU 2001

Table 3.2 shows the diverse range of people who live in some deprived 

neighbourhoods which were selected as pathfinders for the New Deal for 

Communities (NDC) programme. In particular, it demonstrates the over- 

representation of ethnic minorities and young people. Comparing Tables 3.1 and

3.2 it is true that about 8% of the UK population are BME but in the worst affected
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areas like Tower Hamlet, over 70% are from the BME community. This shows the 

need for concern about the welfare of the BME. Even the Cambridge Center for 

Housing and Planning Research CCHPR in (2008) puts the figure of BME in the 

UK as having risen to 13% in 2008. In a survey by the labour force in 2000, it was 

also revealed that the overwhelming majority of BMEs, 97%, live in England, with 

2% in Scotland and 1% in Wales. About half of minority ethnic group people are of 

Indian sub-continent origins (Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi). Those referred to 

in data sources as being of Black origin, (particularly from the Caribbean and 

Africa), make up nearly a third of the total minority ethnic population. There is also 

a substantial 'Other' category covering people whose origins connect with a very 

wide range of countries.

The UK as a very diverse community cultural, ethnically and racially has vested 

community interests in many government departments such as the Action against 

Crime and Disorder Unit, Active Community Unit, Community Cohesion Unit, 

Crime Reduction Programmes and Partnership Unit, Immigration and Nationality 

Department, Police Leadership and Powers Unit, Policing and Reducing Crime 

Unit. Race Equality Unit, Regions and Renewal Unit, just to mention a few. But 

even at that, there are still many more problems, reported and otherwise with the 

Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) group members. Some of these problems are 

highlighted in section 3.3.2.

3.3.2 Some Facts about BMEs in the UK

This section presents some of the key findings of past research on the many 

challenges facing BMEs in the community. It focuses on problems within the 

household as well as within the community. It presents some interesting findings 

for example, according to Housing Corporation (2008); BME populations comprise 

13% of England's total population and approximately 11% of households in 

England. BME groups are, on the whole, overrepresented in social sector housing. 

However, there are significant differences between different BME groups, and 

some are in fact underrepresented. Two separate reports are reviewed in this
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section, the DCLG (2007) 'Housing Progress Report' and the 2008 'Understanding 

Demographic, Spatial and Economic Impacts on Future Affordable Housing 

Demand' report of the Housing Corporation. Some of the other identified facts are 

as shown below:

  Minority ethnic households are over-represented among homeless 

households in England, but the number of minority ethnic households 

accepted as homeless decreased by around 30 per cent between 2003- 

04 and 2005-06. The latest figures estimate that the number of 

minority ethnic households accepted as homeless in 2006-07 was 

15,110, a reduction of just fewer than 50 per cent since 2003-04.

  Despite improvements in rates of overcrowding, between 1996-97 and 

2005-06, the rate for all minority ethnic groups was consistently 

higher than for White households. Overcrowding rates were 

consistently highest for Bangladeshi households and lowest for White 

households (27per cent and 2 per cent respectively in 2005-06).

  The spatial distribution of some BME groups partially explains their 

overrepresentation in social housing. The groups that are most heavily 

overrepresented in social rented sector tend to live in areas where 

social housing is most plentiful. This, however, is also true for some of 

the underrepresented BME groups

  A combination of historical factors and cultural aspirations can explain 

some of the difference in BME groups tenure patterns. However, recent 

rises in house prices have turned home-ownership into largely unrealisable 

aspiration for many young BME households.

  Although BME populations often live in cities where they have sizeable 

ethnic communities and access to places of worship and specialist 

markets/shops, proximity to good schools and relative safety of the area are 

becoming increasingly important to BME households.

  Fear of racism continues to impact upon the locational choices of many 

non-whites BME groups.
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  Aspirations and preferences regarding the design of the dwelling are 

affected more by household size and type than by ethnicity, although certain 

preferences are stronger amongst some BME groups.

  Ethnic community and bilingual/culturally sensitive services are of great 

importance to recent migrants and foreign-born elderly. Black and Minority 

Ethnic Housing Associations can serve an important function in addressing 

these need

  Despite improvements in satisfaction with housing, minority ethnic 

households as a whole have had consistently higher levels of 

dissatisfaction than White households (13 per cent and 5 per cent 

respectively were dissatisfied in 2005-06).

  Bangladeshi households (24 per cent) and Black African households 

(21 per cent) were the most dissatisfied in 2005-06 Housing Survey, as 

they have been in each year since 1996-97.

  In 2005-06, Bangladeshi and Black African households also had the 

lowest levels of owner-occupation, at 36 per cent and 24 per cent 

respectively. These proportions were very similar in 2004-05.

  The proportions of people from different BME communities having a 

household income of less than half the national average are 34% of 

Chinese people, 40% of African Caribbean and Indian people and 

over 80% of Pakistani and Bangladeshi people. These figures 

compare to 28% for England and Wales as a whole.

  BME young people are more likely to be at risk of experiencing most 

of the problems of deprivation and social exclusion

The Housing Corporation's first strategy for black-led housing associations was in 

1986 according to Sim (2000 in Andersson and Sim 2000), these black-led 

associations which started with just 18 members grew to 59 by 1991 and by 1996, 

and it had grown to 17,135 according to Harrison et al (1996) in Andersson and 

Sim (2000). But even then, inasmuch as the associations were lauded for their 

contribution to the alleviation of the critical situations of BMEs in the UK, concerns 

were reported as regards their ability to remain financially viable in the future. The 

ODPM research in 2005 has shown that BME households are still around twice as
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likely to be overcrowded and according to the Association of London Government 

ALG (2008):

1) Direct participation through BME-led regeneration programmes is low

2) Out of 900 plus bids over the six rounds of the SRB, there were only 15 

successful BME-led bids, representing 1.3% of the total

3) The value of BME-led SRB programmes of f 21 m represented 0.4% of the 

total SRB programme budget

4) SRB bids were concentrated in three regions - London, West Midlands and 

South East

5) Most BME bids were relatively small i.e. less than £lm

6) In London 1 in 8 BME households lack one bedroom or more, rising to 

almost 1 in 6 for BME social tenants compared to 1 in 15 white social 

tenants.

It is however not all bad news with regards to BME and participation in community 

development, as reported in the Home Office' Hackney Local Councils' BME code 

(2008), there are some enviable good practices around London city being a major 

hub for ethnic minority groups, some of the good practices are as follow:

1) The BME emphasis in the South West of England's and Lambeth's Local 

Compact development work.

2) The Department of Health's National Teenage Pregnancy Strategy, 

identified BME young people as a target group and provided specific 

guidance on meeting the needs of ethnic minorities to local agencies.

3) Finsbury Park Single Regeneration Budget. BME people involved at Board 

level; race equality key objective across the programme; BME sector 

encouraged to bid.

4) Suffolk Prosper Partnership: a statutory and BME voluntary and community 

sector Single Regeneration Budget partnership to improve the economic 

prospects of the county's BME communities.

Having discussed some of the basic BME situations in the country and the intricate 

challenges of BMEs, it has been seen that for a group of people with such sizeable 

representation and far dating history of settlement, there is a need for suitable 

measures to engage with them especially in issues of the regeneration of the areas 

where they reside. But before that can be achieved, there is a strong need for the



needs of these people to be identified especially in terms of housing. This will be 

the main focus of the next section which focuses on the housing and community 

regeneration needs of BMEs.

3.4 BME HOUSING CONCERNS

As one of the ways of achieving objective 1 and 3 of this research, this section 

studies the current state of the art of BMEs in relation to housing within the 

community regeneration context. It sets the scene for the exploration of the 

challenges facing BMEs in regeneration and ultimately helps in developing the 

holistic participation framework which is the aim of this research. According to 

Steele and Ahmed (2006), there is a legal requirement on local authorities to 

identify the housing needs of the communities they serve irrespective of their 

ethnicity but due to the generic nature of the identification process, oftentimes there 

is low BME representation in the results which leads to difficulty in establishing 

these needs.

It is stated by the 2006 'BME Housing Needs and Preferences Survey' of the 

Huntingdonshire District Council that BMEs have peculiar and important housing 

needs within the community. In terms of housing, Beresford (2007) reported that 

compared with white families, significantly more Black and minority ethnic 

families live in homes that are not suitable and that black and minority ethnic 

families are more likely than white families to experience multiple problems with 

their housing. Furthermore, A national survey of over 2500 families by Chamba et 

al. 1999, (reported in Beresford 2007) also found that a third of black and minority 

ethnic families reported at least three different ways in which their homes were 

unsuitable; this contrasts with one in five white families experiencing this range of 

housing difficulties.

This is not however to say that the current situation of BMEs are acceptable, the 

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister ODPM before its renaming as the 

Communities and Local Government CLG in 2005 commissioned a research into

the nature of housing problems of the UK, benchmarking it with other ethnic
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groups, especially the native whites and the mixed people. The object of the survey 

taken was to see the extent of the problems and so also evaluate any intrinsic 

quality of the BME that puts them in the position in which they are in the housing 

sector. The following tables are from the report; the aim of the statistics was to 

justify the need to encourage participation among BME as there is a seeming 

discrepancy among the nature of the different BME groups. The statistics on Table 

3.3 shows that Bangladeshis have the highest rates of unemployment, with 20% of 

men and 24% of women being unemployed. This compares to 5% for men and 4% 

for women in the White population. Pakistanis are the next highest with 16%. 

Unemployment rates amongst Black Caribbean and Black Africans are also 

significantly higher than in the White population. The Indian population is the only 

group amongst the ethnic minority populations in which unemployment rates are 

similar to the White population.

Ethnic group
White
Mixed
Indians
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Other Asians
Black Caribbean
Black African
Other

Men (aged 16-64)(%)
5
14
7
16
20
12
14
15
11

Women (aged 16-64) (%)
4
11
7
16
24
9
9
13
9

Table 3.3: Unemployment rates, by ethnic group and gender Source: Office for National 

Statistics

The review of the income status of household shown on Table 3.4 was done by the 

Directorate for Woks and Pensions (DWP) and it incorporates housing costs into 

the income of households. It shows that ethnic minority households are also much 

more likely than White households to live on a low income, especially after housing 

costs have been deducted. Housing costs make a more considerable dent in the 

finances of ethnic minority households than of White people, except in the case of 

Indians. Nearly half of the Black African population and more than two-thirds of 

Pakistanis and Bangladeshis live on low incomes.
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Ethnic group
White
Indian
Pakistani/Bangladeshi
Black Caribbean
Black Other
Other

Before housing costs (%)
16
26
59
19
28
26

After housing costs (%)
21
30
68
31
49
36

Table 3.4: Households on low income, by ethnic group of head of household
Source: Households below Average Income, Family Resources Survey, 2000/01, DWP

Table 3.5 shows that housing tenure patterns vary widely between different ethnic 

minority groups. The Labour Force Survey (2004) indicates that Indians (74%) are 

the most likely to own their own homes (either outright or with a mortgage), 

followed by Whites (73%), Pakistanis (66%), Black Caribbean (47%), 

Bangladeshis (36%) and Black Africans (27%). Indians, Pakistanis and Whites are 

the least likely to live in council rented accommodation, while Bangladeshis are the 

most likely to do so. Also shown by the survey is the fact that nearly a quarter of all 

Black African households rent in the private sector.

Ethnic Group

White
Black Caribbean
Black African
Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Mixed
Other

Own 
Outright
32
12
4
24
23
9
9
11

Own with 
Mortgage
41
35
23
50
43
27
35
31

Social Sector 
Rent
18
44
50
10
18
52
37
28

Rent 
Privately
10
8
24
15
16
12
18
30

Table 3.5: Housing tenure in England, by ethnic group (2004) (%) (Source: Labour Force 

Survey, 2004)

These various patterns are mainly due to a combination of financial considerations, 

cultural norms in relation to home ownership, and the length/patterns of settlement 

in England. They are likely to impact on housing and homelessness-related needs in 

the ethnic minority communities. Lifestyle of ethnic communities differ from one 

group to another (Huntingdonshire 2005), in considering the household size, the 

survey by the ODPM revealed that while the average white Irish family is just 2.1,
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a typical Bangladeshi family is 4.7. Table 3.6 further shows the summary of 

average house sizes by ethnicity in the UK.

Ethnic group
White Irish
White
Black Caribbean
Other Black
Mixed
Other
Black African
Chinese
Other Asian
Indian
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
All Ethnic Groups

Average household size
2.1
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.4
2.6
2.9
2.9
3.1
3.3
4.2
4.7
2.4

Table 3.6: Household size, by ethnic group of head of household (Source: Labour Force 

Survey, 2002)

Commenting on the issue of homeless as prevalent among BMEs, Ethos (a 

government research consultant on social issues especially BME) (2005) and the 
Housing Corporation (2008) identified the following as the main impediment with 

BMEs regarding accessing community services or engagement:

  lack of information or knowledge of the 'system';

  fear that services may not be sensitive to their specific cultural needs;

  fear of discrimination and racism;

  religious or cultural differences

  fear or inability to communicate/ language

  preference for voluntary, community or other informal support networks

  institutional difficulties such as immigration status

  lack of trust in the system

According to the London Sustainability Exchange LSE (2010) the above problem's 

insensitivity to BMEs point of view by the government 'white-led' agencies is the 

core of the problem of BME non participation. Council bureaucracies and too many 

formality and jargons in forms repel BMEs. They want culturally relevant 

discussions and real life issues as part of the agenda.
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The above highlighted barriers are further explored by interviews in chapter 5 and 

questionnaire surveys in chapter 6 of this research to see whether the theoretical 

problems are all applicable in reality. The DCLG (2008) concluded that "public 

services especially housing needs provision should seek to involve and consult 

minority ethnic people at every stage in service planning and delivery to ensure that 

services truly meet the diverse needs of the communities they serve. With this 

myriad problems and deprivations facing the BMEs in the country, the propensity 

to be poor, lack of employment, inadequate housing and or rough sleeping, lack of 

social capital, lower than average household income and seeming cut off of the 

mainline of economic activities, comes a proposal that the problem facing the BME 

is 'Social Exclusion', for this reason, this problem of social exclusion is reviewed 

in more details in the following section.

3.4.1 BMEs and the Experience of Crime

Crime in the British context from the British Crime Survey in 2004 was in 2 

categories. There was crime in itself (e.g. mugging, burglary, car crime etc) and 

fear of crime. BMEs have a higher tendency to be a victim of crime. In the report 

which was based on reported crime, it was revealed that:

  People from Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) backgrounds were at greater 

risk of experiencing crime overall than the white majority for the 2002/03 

BCS, but the difference disappeared after allowing for the younger age 

profile of the black and minority ethnic group. There had been no change 

for the 2001/02 BCS.

  People from the black and minority ethnic groups were at greater risk of 

personal crime than white people but not of household crime.

  Those from black and minority ethnic backgrounds were more at risk from 

mugging than white people.

  Asian and mixed race people experienced higher levels of victimisation than 

white people, but for Asian people the difference was no longer apparent 

after allowing for age. For mixed race people the difference remained even 

after age, and also area lived in, had been allowed for.
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  People of mixed race were at greater risk of crime than all the other groups. 

Risk had increased significantly between 2001/02 and 2002/03 for this 

group.

  The risk of racially motivated victimisation was higher for people from 

black and minority ethnic backgrounds than for white people in general.

  Those with a mixed race background and black people were less likely to 

report an incident to the police than people from the white, Asian and 

'Chinese or other' ethnic groups.

  People from black and minority ethnic backgrounds were more likely to 

have high levels of worry about burglary, car crime and violence than white 

people - this was generally the case even when the type of area lived in and 

their experience of crime was allowed for. People of mixed race faced a 

higher risk of violence than Asian people but Asian people were more likely 

to be worried about being the victim of violence.

Many people are victims of crime every year irrespective of where they are 

originally from, but government figure reveals that non whites tend to be victims of 

crime more than whites.

Figure 3.1 shows that overall, mixed race people were more susceptible to being 

victims of crime in the Britain, while Asians are next in line to that number, 

although the British Crime Survey (BCS) breaks experiences down by ethnicity, the 

overall research categorises, Chinese, Asians, blacks all as minorities and hence 

they all belong to the BME group.
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The crime might be in any form, even at that; there is a prevalence of non whites to 

be more victimised by crime in the country. Table 3.7 shows the percentage of 

crime experience by ethnicity by categorising the act into different types. The table 

shows that still whites are less likely than any other ethnic groups to experience 

crime overall, although they tend to experience more domestic violence than Asian 

or British Asian and black or black British.

White
Mixed
Asian or 
Asian 
British
Black or 
Black 
British
Chinese

All BCS 
Violence %
3.9
10.6
4.5

5.0

5.1

Domestic

0.6
0.9
0.3

0.4

1.0

Acquaintance

1.4
2.6
1.3

1.3

1.1

Stranger

1.5
3.3
1.9

1.5

2.0

Mugging

0.7
4.4
1.2

2.2

1.9

Respondents

34,525
363
2,190

1,536

649
Table 3.7: Risk of violence by ethnic group Source: (2002/03 BCS)

Table3.8 analyses the results even further, it shows that it should be understood that 

not all crimes are reported and so even thought the above figures might not be 

accurate, it is clear that whites tend to report incidences of crime more all other 

ethnicities in the country.
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Ethnicity

White
16-34
35+
BME
16-34
35+
Mixed
16-34
35+
Asian or Asian British
16-34
35+
Black or Black British
16-34
35+
Chinese or other
16-34
35+

Incident Reported
%
40
36
43
39
36
42
31
29

42
35

37
39
36
41
39
42

Respondents

11,717
4,229
7,487
1,944
943
1,001
223
111

954
500

549
223
326
218
109
109

Table 3.8 % of incidents reported to the police by ethnic group and age Source: (2002/03 

BCS)

It is worth noting that the above section on BMEs and crime used 2001 statistics of 

the BCS because the report captioned the ethnicity perspective of crime while the 

2007 report did not, specifically break down the crime report into ethnic 

experiences.

It can be concluded from this section that there is a growing body of evidence that 

shows that social inequalities exists among the various ethnicities in the country. 

However, according to the North West Regional Assembly (2006), these 

inequalities are not static. It is also seen that a BME can be described as a Non 

White or Irish. This class of people are around 8-12% of the UK; however they are 

more in some areas than the others. While there are less than 3% in Middleborough. 

they amount to almost three quarter of Tower Hamlets. A seeming similarity 

between the places where BMEs are represented substantially is that the housing 

markets in those areas are poorer than other parts of the country. The problems of 

these places are not monetary poverty, their problems includes social exclusion, 

poor housing conditions, unemployment, lack of social and health services, crime 

and fear of crime, to mention a few. Many government efforts are in place now to 

regenerate these areas. The problems are also felt by virtually all aspects of the

BME groups' even students in Higher Institutions.
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Moving from the aforementioned, this research explores further the intricate 

attributes of community regeneration and the social issues preventing participation 

and integration into the community by any sect of residents. In particular, the 

problem of social exclusion as a major factor preventing BME participation is 

reviewed. This is the focus of the next section.

3.5 SOCIAL EXCLUSION AND POVERTY

At its broadest level, social exclusion has been defined as "the process through 

which individuals or groups are wholly or partially excluded from the society in 

which they live". Social exclusion is not coterminous with poverty (Breman 2004, 

Tunstall 2000) (e.g. it is possible to be excluded without being poor), but social 

exclusion seeks to provide a broader view of deprivation and disadvantage than 

poverty. According to the Chronic Poverty Research Center, (CPRC 2008), "in 

economic terms, exclusion from labour markets, credit and other forms of 'capital 

asset' are the key processes. Socially, exclusion may take the form of discrimination 

along a number of dimensions - gender, ethnicity, age - which effectively reduces 

the opportunity for such groups to gain access to social services and limits their 

participation in the labour market"

There are many found definitions of social exclusion. The UK government 

according to Batty (2002) has defined social exclusion as "what can happen when 

people or areas suffer from a combination of linked problems such as 

unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poor housing, high crime, bad health and 

family breakdown". Other definitions of social exclusion include: 'inability to 

participate effectively in economic, social, political and cultural life, alienation and 

distance from the mainstream society' (Duffy 1995)

Levitas et al (2007) define it as "a complex and multi-dimensional process. It 

involves the lack, or denial of resources, rights, goods and services, and the 

inability to participate in the normal relationships and activities, available to the 

majority of people in a society, whether in economic, social, cultural or political 

arenas. It affects both the quality of life of individuals and the equity and cohesion

of society as a whole. It is believed that the concept of social exclusion has proved
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a useful tool for analysing community imbalances because of its 'integrated 

perspective' than includes notions of'marginality', 'poverty' and 'invisibility'.

According to the Center for Economic and Social Inclusion, CESI (2007), 'Social 

Exclusion' involves the lack, or denial of resources, rights, goods and services, and 

the inability to participate in the normal relationships and activities, available to the 

majority of people in a society, whether in economic, social, cultural or political 

arenas. According to Burchardt et al (2002), an individual is socially excluded if (a) 

he or she is geographically resident in a society but (b) for reasons beyond his or 

her control, he or she cannot participate in the normal activities of citizens in that 

society, and (c) he or she would like to so participate. Some of the signs of social 

exclusion according to Morris (2001) are

  Not being listened to

  Having no friends

  Finding it difficult to do the kinds of things that non-disabled young people 

their age do, such as shopping, going to the cinema, clubbing, etc

  Being made to feel they have no contribution to make, that they are a burden 

Feeling unsafe, being harassed and bullied

  Not having control over spending money, not having enough money

Many of these signs are exhibited by BMEs and so contribute to the reasons why 

they don't participate as much as they should in the society. According to Lees et al 

(2003), people from minority ethnic groups are amongst the most socially excluded 

and suffer inequalities of health and consequently poor quality of life. Social 

Exclusion Unit (2003) said 'BMEs are more likely than others to live in deprived 

areas; be poor; be unemployed, compared with White people with similar 

qualifications. They also live in overcrowded and unpopular housing. All these 

attributes contributes to the inability of BMEs to participate in community 

activities.

It can therefore at this stage be said that for the purpose of this research, the term 

social exclusion will be used to represent the intrinsic lack of public participation 

that various BME groups face on a daily basis in their communities. The
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description by Burchardt will be adopted as it more closely relates to the current 

issues encountered by BME groups on a regular basis in the UK

3.5.1. Social Exclusion and Regeneration

According to the Action for Social Integration (2007), "we live in a society where 

the arbitrary barriers of race, faith, gender, class, disability, age, and sexual 

orientation can affect the opportunities, income, civil rights, and health of an 

individual". The government set up the SEU (Social Exclusion Unit) in 1997, one 

of its main priorities concerned regeneration, and to seek to narrow the gap between 

the 'worst estates' and the rest of the country and also to prevent exclusion from 

transmitting from one generation to another. Generally speaking, 'regeneration 

policies' are directed at what is commonly referred to as 'poverty neighbourhoods' 

(Sommerville 2006); but however, the problem of the worst communities is more 

than poverty (Kearnes 2004) in contrast to poverty, social exclusion is dynamic, 

which means that people move in and out of exclusion, not necessarily in 

accordance to the incidence of poverty. According to Silver and Miller (2003) 

"poverty is a distributional outcome, whereas exclusion is a relational process of 

declining participation, solidarity, and access". With a surplus and intermingling 

nature of the definitions of Social Exclusion, Table 3.10 classed the definitions of 

Social Exclusion into 3, 'Processes, People and Environment' as follows:

Definition 
Class
Processes

People

Environment

Definition Title

Conditions and 
Processes
Multi- 
Dimensional
Connectivity

Social 
Relationships

The Excluded

Economics/ the

Explanation

Exclusion is the state of being excluded and the 
process of becoming excluded
There are different sources and different processes 
working dynamically to cause social exclusion
The processes and results of exclusion are joined-up 
and compound each other in a vicious cycle
The breakdown of social ties between people and a 
community that does not work, inhibits participation 
in society
Exclusion can be conceived of in terms of 
individuals, groups or society as a whole, however, it 
affects everyone
Exclusion is primarily from the labour market and
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Labour Market

Social Systems

Resources and 
Prospects

stems from economic restructuring and a lack of risk- 
taking
Exclusion occurs with the breakdown of social 
systems: social, economic, institutional, territorial and 
symbolic
Social exclusion is seen as either a lack of resources 
or a lack of prospects, and is, therefore, involuntary

Table 3.10 Stratification of Social Exclusion (Source: Farrington 2002) 

As shown from the plethora of definitions and on Table 3.10, exclusion is a concept 

that defies clear definition and measurement and according to Micklewright (2002), 

as a result of that, it is hard to use the term as a policy target in the conventional 

sense.

Nevertheless, for the purpose of this research, the 'People' oriented definition of 

exclusion has been adopted i.e. the breakdown of social ties between people and a 

community, which further inhibits their participation in the society. Socially 

excluded people or places can become trapped in a cycle of related problems such 

as unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poverty, poor housing, high crime, bad 

health and family breakdown. (Communities and Local Government CLG 2008), 

therefore according to Barry in Hills 2002, it can be concluded that social exclusion 

is unjust.

Kearnes (2004) noted that exclusion in regeneration context is more about groups 

rather than individuals. Social exclusion is relational in a number of ways. It 

highlights the importance of an area's relations with other areas and with 

organisations and institutions. Inasmuch as social exclusion has been identified as a 

relational is multi facetted problem, it can be simplified by identifying its many 

indicators. Silver and Miller (2003) identified the following as the indicators of 

exclusion:

  Financial difficulties in the household

  Non-affordability of some basic needs

  Non-affordability of consumer durables

  Disadvantageous housing conditions

  Poor health: life expectancy; self-perceived health status

  Infrequent contacts with friends and relatives

  Dissatisfaction with work or main activity
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In agreement with Kearnes (2004) that social exclusion is more than poverty; a 

school of thought (Saunders et al, 2007) is of the opinion and conclusion that "an 

important factor that distinguishes social exclusion from material deprivation is that 

the defining characteristic of deprivation (lack of affordability) is not a factor when 

it comes to identifying exclusion. What matters for exclusion is what people 

actually do or do not do, rather than what they can or cannot afford". They however 

agreed that there are areas where exclusion is most pronounced relate to economic 

conditions, including joblessness and lack of emergency savings, but large 

proportions of vulnerable groups also face exclusion from a number of social 

activities, including having no regular social contact with other people, not 

participating in community activities and being unable to pay one's way when out 

with friends. The latter forms of exclusion have obvious spill-over effects on other 

people, as well as on social cohesiveness more generally.

This section explored the concept of social exclusion, its many definitions, 

indicators, and its nature as it differs from poverty. It revealed that it affects people 

in a variety of forms, either as an individual or as a member of a social, religious or 

neighbourhood class. It means different things to different people but the unifying 

factor is that there is a 'denial' which prevents the people from achieving their full 

potential. This section also showed the opposing proposition of Saunders et al as 

social exclusion being a factor of what people 'can do or would do', rather than 

'what they can afford or not'. It concluded that this research will adopt the 'people' 

orientation definition of exclusion for further exploration.

Looking into the works of Kleinmans in Kearnes 2004 and Silver (2006) it 

concludes that "if someone is excluded, there is someone else - an individual, a 

group of people, an institution or a market - who does the excluding. To break this 

cycle of negativity and feeling of non-inclusion, the government came up with an 

initiative referred to as social inclusion which broadly speaking is an attempt to 

move away from the vices of exclusion. In this light social inclusion can be said to 

be a considerable solution to the problem of non participation (at least in the 

interim). The next section investigates the intrinsic nature of this term (Social 

Inclusion) and how it helps to facilitate participation from all parts of the 

community, to further justify it as a solution for BME participation problems.
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3.5.2 Social Inclusion

Broadly speaking, social inclusion is understood as a process away from exclusion, 

it is a process for dealing with social exclusion and integrating individuals into 

society. The social inclusion agenda in the UK according to Tallon (2010) is about 

improving social conditions in deprived neighbourhoods. Social Inclusion is a 

positive phrase covering a range of policies aimed at promoting equality of 

opportunity, maintaining Social Cohesion, building Social Capital and minimising 

social exclusion (DTA 2008). This is what is needed by the BMEs as it gives a 

sense of belonging to them. Social inclusion is the process by which efforts are 

made to ensure that everyone, regardless of their experiences and circumstances, 

can achieve their potential in life (Luton Borough Council 2006). To achieve 

inclusion income and employment are necessary but not sufficient. An inclusive 

society is also characterised by a striving for reduced inequality, a balance between 

individuals' rights and duties and increased social cohesion'. (Inclusion, 2002) 

Social inclusion is not simply an economic term, but rather it affects all areas of a 

person's life and the wider society (Harborough 2008).

Neighbourhood Renewal was a term used by the Department for Communities and 

Local Government (DCLG) to achieve social inclusion. According to the 2007 

"Connecting Communities in Neighbourhoods" report of the DCLG, it was agreed 

that people living in the poorest neighbourhoods have been more likely to suffer 

from ill health, crime, unemployment and poor educational outcomes than those 

living in more wealthy areas and that to combat the vicious cycle, an overhaul like 

of approach should be engaged. This approach was termed Neighbourhood 

Renewal and was defined as been "about reversing this spiral of decline (DCLG 

2007). It is about working from the grassroots to deliver economic prosperity and 

jobs, safer communities, good education, decent housing, improved physical 

environment and better health, as well as fostering a sense of community among 

residents".

It is hence be taken from the definitions above that fostering a 'sense of 

community' among residents as well as "decent housing' is vital to neighbourhood 

renewal and social inclusion. However, in 2001, the Government published the 

'National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal', which set out a clear vision that
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within 10 to 20 years nobody should be seriously disadvantaged by where they live. 

In some neighbourhood renewal areas, refugees, asylum seekers and migrant 

workers make up a significant proportion of the population and it is essential that 

local service providers cater to their needs and ensure that the local population 

understands their circumstances in order to build cohesive communities (SEU 

2001).

There had been many approaches in the past attempting to regenerate the poor 

neighbourhoods in the UK as proposed by Lupton and Power 2002. According to 

the "Building Cohesive Communities" report of the Home Office following the 

unrest in the cities of Bradford, Oldham and Burnley in 2002 it was reported that 

clearly the main flaws of previous community regeneration programmes as "relying 

too much on one-off regeneration expenditure which made it difficult for local 

authorities and other local agencies to develop and deliver a long term, 

comprehensive approach to addressing poverty and poor standards in their area". It 

goes ahead to say "previous approaches often overlooked the importance of 

involving the public, private and voluntary sectors and residents in the regeneration 

of their areas. Also, regeneration funding did not in many cases meet the needs of 

ethnic minority populations and ethnic minority people were extremely under- 

represented amongst those running regeneration projects (see Pemberton et al 

2006). In situations like, the voluntary sector especially those representing BMEs 

directly may be well placed to be of help (Lees et al 2003); although the voluntary/ 

community groups are not without their own challenges.

Two ideas were set up to achieve the strategy; they were the Local Strategic 

Partnerships (LSPs) and the Neighbourhood Management (NM). The LSP is a 

single body that brings together at local level the different parts of the public sector 

as well as private, voluntary and community sectors so that different initiatives and 

services support rather than contradict each other. The Neighbourhood 

Management idea is very similar to the LSP. As Power (2004) defines it, NM is as 

the local organisation, delivery and co-ordination of core civic and community 

services within a small, recognisable, built-up area of under 5000 homes, although 

the SEU report does not put a figure on the size of the neighbourhood, it agrees
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with Powers definition and complemented it by adding that in NM, there is 

someone visibly taking responsibility at the sharp end.

From the above it is obvious that social inclusion is an effort that is worth making 

in order to give the community a sense of belonging (Burton 2003), social inclusion 

touches on numerous aspects like descent housing, healthcare, conducive 

environment and employment, it can be enhanced by working jointly with local 

groups in the community and if the aims of social inclusion are achieved, it will 

enhance the chances of achieving a cohesive community. Even at that, it is still 

necessary to note like Baling Council (2008) that "while developing strategies to 

ensure equality across the entire housing sector is integral to the concept of 

sustainable and cohesive communities, we must also avoid treating BME 

communities as homogenous and recognise the diversity of needs within them.

Having established that social exclusion is more of social deprivation and not 

always about material lack, and after noting some practices as good practices, it 

was concluded that social inclusion is still a good approach as it stresses on 

involving the people, however, as it can be said that while a 'common vision' is the 

goal of community regeneration, the diversity of the people must also be taken on 

board, when the balance is struck; there will be a cohesive community. The 

following section delves more into the concept of community as it achieves the 

objective of giving the people a sense of community.

3.6 COMMUNITY COHESION

The Home Office (2005) in the "community cohesion: seven steps" report stated 

that "community cohesion describes the ability of communities to function and 

grow in harmony together rather than in conflict. It has strong links to concepts of 

equality and diversity given that community cohesion can only grow when society 

as a whole recognises that individuals have the right to equality (of treatment, 

access to services etc) and respects and appreciates the diverse nature of our 

communities".

This same report (which is widely cited by many local government community

cohesion reports) identifies a cohesive community as one where:
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  there is a common vision and a sense of belonging for all communities;

  the diversity of people's backgrounds and circumstances is appreciated and 

positively valued;

  those from different backgrounds have similar life opportunities; and

  strong and positive relationships are being developed between people from 

different backgrounds and circumstances in the workplace, in schools and in 

neighbourhood (see Speeden 2006)

When the residents of a community feel like they count, not just in numbers, it 

breeds social capital (Burton 2004). Portney and Berry (2001) described social 

capital as being associated with 'people's sense of belonging to a neighbourhood, 

caring about the people who live there, and believing that people who live there 

care about them' positive attitudes toward and beliefs about one's neighbours 

contribute to cohesion within the local community, and thus to residents' 

willingness to participate in local affairs and to cooperate in everyday matter 

(Putnam 2000). The 'Community Cohesion: An Action Guide' of 2004 upon which 

many other recommendations were based identified seven steps to developing 

community cohesion, these are: leadership and commitment, developing a vision 

and values for community cohesion, programme planning and management, 

engaging communities, challenging and changing perceptions, community cohesion 

and specialist areas and finally ensuring sustainability of programmes

Housing and regeneration have the potential to promote community cohesion (JRF 

2002). The New Deal for Communities (NDC) which is a key programme in the 

Government's strategy to tackle multiple deprivations in the most deprived 

neighbourhoods in the country identifies and recognises housing as one of the 

initiatives that can contribute to community cohesion. As said earlier, the New Deal 

for Communities Program attempts to bring disadvantaged communities to a level 

of being self-regenerating on a par with the national average; trying to reverse what 

was seen as "top-down regeneration approach." The area base/focus approach of 

the NDC requires ceding power to a local authority or neighbourhood-based 

management group to make decisions on timetables and mix of resources. This 

approach according to Hunsley (2003) goes against the grain of traditional public
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administration where the emphasis is on expenditure control, exercised by 

vertically-organized departments, and initiatives are required to conform rigidly to 

practices and time frames defined in financial administration legislation. This 

approach envisages community involvement as an essential factor for long term 

success and for community cohesion, and makes some provisions to ease restrictive 

or unproductive regulation hindering the progress of partnerships. Community 

involvement and control is also seen as a form of participatory democracy, and 

necessary to maintain collective faith in the institutions of government (Hunsley 

2003).

This section has explored the concept of community cohesion and how it helps 

build social capital among the members of the community. The key identifiers of 

community cohesion and its importance in building sense of belonging among the 

members of the community have been realised. In this light, further exploration will 

be made into what makes a community cohesive. Also importantly, the research 

looks into what the signs of diminishing cohesion or lack of cohesion are. This is 

the focus of chapter 5 and the process through which this is achieved is discussed in 

details in chapter 4.

3.7 SUMMARY AND KEY FINDINGS

BMEs though a minority in the country as a whole are a majority in some of the 

places they reside and still their housing needs are yet to be fully understood. 

Literature has revealed that if BMEs are better understood, it will prevent repeated 

attempts and researches into this problem of non participation as the constructive 

involvement of BME communities in regeneration helps to build local 

organisational skills, making it easier to develop strong successor organisations. 

Also past research efforts have concentrated on the problems facing BMEs without 

adequately stating how these problems can be reduced or eliminated. Although 

DCLG has done extensive research on what works in community cohesion, this 

cannot be implemented directly in community participation initiatives. The 

challenge of how then BMEs can be better understood so that their performance in
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community regeneration can be better enhanced was as a result of this one of the 

foci of the interview process of this research as discussed in chapter 5. Some other 

findings from this chapter are listed as follows:

Chapter findings: BMEs in Regeneration

  The term BME and its boundaries is not set and so it is difficult to define 

who a BME is, however BMEs can be broadly categorised as 'visible non- 

whites' and they are usually immigrants

  BMEs population in England has grown from 8% in 2001 to 12% in 2007 

and 97% of BMEs in UK are in England, mostly in the most deprived 

neighbourhoods usually inner cities

  There have been many studies on BMEs in England and most of them have 

negative implications and results as shown in section 3.3.2.

  BMEs are socially excluded; hence social inclusion, community 

engagement and participation can aid the reverse of this and it can be 

achieved by joint working with voluntary and community groups.

  Lack of knowledge of the "system"; fear that services may not be sensitive 

to their specific cultural needs; fear of discrimination; fear or inability to 

communicate; and a preference for voluntary, community or other informal 

support networks have all been identified as some of the problems facing 

BMEs in accessing local services

  The need for BME participation has been resolved to be an positive driver 

towards the achievement of community cohesion in the communities where 

BMEs reside

  A cohesive community is needed for improved engagement of BMEs 

because it improves sense of belonging.

  Joint working of government agencies and local community groups can 

greatly enhance the development of a socially inclusive and cohesive 

community.

In summarising the key aspects of regeneration as discussed in chapter 2 and the 

BME related issues as discussed in this chapter, Figures 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 show a 

pictorial representation of the main focus of this research so far. Figure 3.3 shows
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the key factors and aspects of regeneration. It highlights partnerships as a distinct 

aspect of regeneration. It also shows the social aspect of regeneration and how 

social cohesion, inclusion and exclusion are important factors that require adequate 

consideration. The factors attributable to the cultural aspect of regeneration 

according to the chart are issues like 'race equality', immigration, diversity and the 

usually transient international students. It will be recalled from Table 2.1 that 

Tallon (2010) identified 4 approaches to regeneration; here Figure 3.3 takes a cue 

from this and elaborates on other aspects of regeneration. It separates social and 

cultural approaches and elucidates on them separately and also expatiates the 

governance approach of Tallon by referring to it as partnership regeneration as 

shown in the diagram below.

Figure 3.4 focus on the various aspects of the 'community' and how BMEs are a 

very important part of it. It depicts a community as being a function of both 'place' 

and 'people'. The place aspect of the community as discussed in chapter 2 can be a 

street, a church, mosque or temple, school etc where the people aspect involve such 

relationships as membership of community groups, faith groups , ethnic groups etc
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The focus of Figure 3.4 is 'participation' and how that leads to a feeling of 'sense 

of belonging' and cohesion. It shows that when there is gainful participation 

between the government agencies and the community groups, it facilitates the 

process of getting benefits closer to the users and getting user opinions on 

government regeneration plans. This type of involvement in turn encourages the 

appreciation of the diversity of BMEs among other things and hence ultimately 

leads to community cohesion and integration. It is important to note that with 

regeneration, the government strives to meet the needs of the people and these 

needs are often diverse and varied. Based on the above, chapters 5 and 6 of this 

research focuses on BMEs in regeneration and their housing needs, it also focuses 

on community cohesion and integration as a factor of regeneration. Finally, it 

further investigates the factors preventing BMEs from participation.
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research processes attached to this work. It includes the 

literature review, selection of interviewees, process of questionnaire design and 

selection of target respondents. It also discusses the methods and tools of analysis.

4.1 INTRODUCTION

According to Kumar (2005), research is one of the ways of finding answers to 

questions, in other words, research is a process and not a product. Kumar further 

noted that for a research process to be valid, it has to be undertaken within a 

framework of a set of philosophies, use procedures and methodologies that have 

been tested and finally, it has to be designed to be unbiased and objective. 

Research methodology describes the 'how' component of a research: how 

objectives are achieved and how answers are provided to research questions 

(Pathirage, 2007).

In trying to achieve the aim and objectives of this research as expressed in section 

1.2 with particular focus on one of the research problems "Why are BMEs less 
involved in community regeneration and what can be done about it?", the

selection of appropriate methodological steps is considered very essential. 

According to Singh (2007), methodology goes beyond the application of specific 

data collection issues; it involves the study and understanding of the 

epistemological and ontological issues implicit in the specific methods. Going by 

this assertion, common philosophical approaches to research are explored and the 

most suitable one is adopted and justified.

Adopting the ideas of Crotty (2004), Creswell (2003) and Easterby-Smith et al 

(2004), this section addresses four questions that inform the way in which the 

research questions are answered, these questions are:

1. What epistemology i.e. theory of knowledge is embedded in the theoretical 

perspective? "epistemology" and "theory of knowledge" are used 

interchangeably. Epistemology, then, is the branch of philosophy that
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deals with questions concerning the nature, scope, and sources of 

knowledge, usually subjectivity or objectivity.

2. What theoretical perspective- i.e. philosophical stance lies behind the 

methodology in question e.g. positivism/post-positivism, interpretive, 

critical enquiry.

3. What methodology- strategy or plan of action that links methods of 

outcome -governs the choice and use of methods e.g. experimental 

research, survey research, ethnography, action research etc

4. What methods -techniques and procedure planned to use, e.g. 

questionnaires, interviews, focus groups, case studies, etc.

The plan of this chapter is such that it starts by identifying the various 'research 

philosophies' and claims to knowledge, research approaches, methodologies and 

'methods of data collection' and the final part of it justifies the researcher's choice 

of research philosophy and methods.

4.2 RESEARCH PHILOSOPHIES AND CLAIMS TO KNOWLEDGE

There are 5 major perspectives to knowledge according to Creswell (2003). They 

are: what is knowledge - ontology, how do we know it - epistemology, what 

values goes into it- axiology (i.e. value free or value laden), how we report it- 

rhetoric and finally, the process for studying it- methodology. To further 

simplify this conundrum, Creswell (2003) describes ontology as 'reality' or nature 

or reality i.e. realism or idealism (Easterby-Smith 2004), epistemology as the 

relationship between that reality and the researcher, and methodology as the 

technique used by the researcher to investigate that reality. They simply called 

ontology, epistemology and methodology the "elements of knowledge". The 

claims to knowledge are very diverse and many authors had identified diverse 

standpoints.

According to Williamson (2006) there are 2 basic research philosophical 

traditions which are the positivist and the interpretative. These are also called 

'theoretical perspectives' (Creswell 2003), 'research philosophies' (Easterby-
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Smith et. al., 2004) and 'perceptions of reality' (Sarantakos 2005). The basic 

difference between these various standpoints is their assumption about the nature 

of reality. Positivists consider that, as in the field of science, knowledge can only 

be based on what can be measure and experienced while the interpretative 

philosopher on the other hand takes a different view of reality. Oka and Shaw 

(2000) postulates that for the interpretivist researcher, 'realities' cannot be studied 

in bits and pieces. It can only be studied holistically and in context, this poses a 

challenge for the interpretative researcher therefore, it was concluded by Collis 

and Hussey, (2003) and Easterby-Smith et al (2004) that interpretivist researches 

are value laden. Interpretivism encompasses many paradigms (Williamson, 

2005), such as constructivist paradigm, ethnography, pragmatism etc. The central 

tenet of Interpretivism is that people are constantly involved in the interpretation 

of their ever-changing world. According Pickard and Dixon (2004), in general, the 

Interpretivists paradigm is more likely to take place in a natural setting where 

topic for study focuses on everyday activity (McNeill and Chapman 2005). Also 

according to Koro-Ljungberg (2009). Interpretivists tend to use other kinds of 

research methods in their work such as action researches, case studies, 

ethnographic studies, phenomenographic studies, and ethnomethodological 

studies.

The critical literature review of this research revealed that, the factors preventing 

BMEs from participating in the community are largely social and political. Also 

there are some personal factors which relates to the individual's background. 

Since issues like 'participation' and 'sense of community' are subjective issues 

and BMEs are important stakeholders in the community whose voices should be 

heard, the interpretivist orientation becomes undoubtedly the best approach for 

this work, more so as this was further buttressed by Strauss and Corbin (1990), 

who concluded that interpretivist paradigm is useful in understanding what lies 

behind a phenomenon. This study takes the ontological assumption that reality is 

not pre determined, but socially constructed and the epistemological assumption 

that knowledge is gathered by examining the views of the people; in this case, 

BMEs.
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4.3 RESEARCH APPROACH

There are many research approaches available to the social researcher, e.g. action 

research, case study, ethnography etc, and there is no single approach that can 

solve all research problems (Denscombe 2007). Many research authors classify 

their approach to research into either qualitative or quantitative (Bryman 2001). 

Qualitative research focuses mostly on words, meanings and explanation rather 

than statistical implications as in the case of quantitative analysis. 

Qualitative research is an inquiry process of understanding based on distinct 

methodological traditions of inquiry that explore a social or human problem. The 

researcher builds a complex, holistic picture, analyzes words, report detailed 

views of informants, and conducts the study in a natural setting" (Creswell 2003). 

According to Mason (2002). qualitative research is interpretivist in the sense that 

the researcher is interested in how the social world is interpreted understood and 

experienced; the researcher is flexible and sensitive to the social context within 

which the data was collected; and qualitative research is about producing holistic 

understandings of rich, contextual and detailed data.

This research being a social research aims to use a combination of some of the 

approaches in order to arrive at a more robust conclusion. The approach of this 

research is that 4 pilot interviews are conducted at East Central Rochdale; this is 

followed by main interviews with 7 regeneration officials over three case 

organisations. 4 interviews are also conducted with members of the voluntary/ 

community sector. This amounts to 11 main interviews. The reason for the choice 

of 11 interviews is because the researcher believes that with 11 qualified officers 

to interview, all the attributes and complexities of the phenomenon will be 

adequately addressed. Also as buttressed by Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2005), for a 

phenomenological study as this, 6-10 interviews is adequate as it can easily 

achieve data saturation if properly managed. Also to eliminate the bias of 

interviews, 250 questionnaires are administered to members of the wider BME 

population so that their voices can be heard on the issue being researched.
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4.4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Methodology has been defined by many authors to mean a combination of the 

different methods used by a researcher to resolve a research problem (See 

Creswell 2003, Easterby-Smith 2004, Kumar 2005 and Trochim 2006). Travers 

(2002) however added that the methodology of a research should include the 

researcher's theoretical position and how employed methods have resolved the 

research question. According to Crotty (2004), there are many methodologies that 

can be employed by a researcher depending on the kind of research; they include: 

survey research, ethnography, experimental research, grounded theory, action 

research etc. Sarantakos (2005) was of a different opinion stating that the nature 

of methodology relates to theoretical principles which can be narrowed down to 

just qualitative and quantitative methodologies. Within this classification, 

Sarantakos (2005) further identified types or purposes of research. According to 

him, research could be a descriptive, classification, comparative, exploratory, 

explanatory, causal, theory-testing, theory building, action or participatory action 

research. All with their respective strengths and weaknesses, this research has 

resolved to proceed in an explanatory direction, because explanatory researches 

go beyond the limits of descriptive research in that it analysis and answers the 

'why' or 'how' something is happening questions; e.g. BME non-participation 

problems.

Going by Crotty (2004)'s classification, there are other research types that could 

have been adopted, for example, the action research type and case study. An 

action research according to Sarantakos (2005) is the application of fact finding to 

practical problems, it has to be collaborative (Smith 2007). This involves 

collaborative dialogues, participatory decision making, inclusive democratic 

participation and the maximal participation and representation of all relevant 

parties (Vidich and Lyman 2003). This was thought not to be feasible because of 

the structure of the regeneration industry at the moment. As it emerged from 

literature, there are some political factors that determine how participation and 

engagement is done by many regeneration companies and local councils; this was
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believed was going to prevent optimal participation of the officials involved in 

regeneration. The issue of funding was also a condition as the local council will 

have to demonstrate a certain level of participation to the central funding agencies 

before funds are granted; with all this considerations, it was opined that if action 

research which involves fact finding and working closely with public bodies 

handling sensitive posts was to be adopted, there will be a certain conflict of 

interest. Another criticism of action research was that since the researcher has to 

changes or interferes with what is being researched, the Replicability of the 

research will be impossible.

On the other hand, case study methodology was considered. Yin (2009) defines 

the case study research method as "an empirical inquiry that investigates a 

contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when the boundaries 

between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; and in which multiple 

sources of evidence are used". Yin further stated that case study design should be 

considered when: (a) the focus of the study is to answer "how" and "why" 

questions; (b) you cannot manipulate the behaviour of those involved in the study; 

(c) you want to cover contextual conditions because you believe they are relevant 

to the phenomenon under study; or (d) the boundaries are not clear between the 

phenomenon and context. This research strongly considered the case study 

methodology or technique of research considering its many strengths, but because 

one of the objectives of this research is to answer the question "what can be done 

to make BMEs participate better in community regeneration", case study has been 

ruled out as this kind of question is best resolved by a survey as stipulated by Yin 

(2003).

The methodological approach concluded upon is hence a mixture of both 

quantitative and qualitative approaches. The qualitative part of it is the pilot 

interviews and semi structured interviews conducted in the case organisations, 

while the quantitative part of it is the survey research. Due to the nature of the 

problem, the interviewees are questioned on their experience with BMEs within 

the boundaries of their role; and not necessarily on the practicality or otherwise of 

their organisation as it are necessary in case studies (Baxter 2008). For example,
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regeneration managers are interviewed in their capacity as an experienced 

manager in the field of regeneration and also on their work with BMEs generally, 

not with BMEs within their organisation. Semi structured interviews are used as 

the preferred means of enquiry so that some of the unexplained themes from 

literature can be further elucidated and better understood in its real life context. 

The sources of data and information are shown on Table 4.1 as literature review, 

semi structured interviews and questionnaires. These three sources makes the 

method of data collection fit into the style called triangulation; this method of 

using multiple method of data collection is discussed in the section that follows.

Research Objective

R. Obj. 1
R. Obj. 2
R. Obj. 3
R. Obj. 4
R. Obj. 5

Source of Information
Literature 
Review

V
V
V

V

Semi Structured 
Interviews

V
V
V
V
V

Questionnaires

V
V
V
V

Table 4.1: Research Objectives in Relation to Data Source

Table 4.2 briefly depicts the interview process and the some of the criteria for 

selection, interview focus and the mode of interview. This is further expatiated 

upon in chapter 5

How 
Many

Selection 
Criteria

Interview 
Mode
Interview 
Focus

15 interviews in total: (4 pilot interviews, 1 1 main interviews)
7 with Regeneration Providers (RP)

  BME demographics of the area

  Ongoing regeneration in the area
  BME special focus and ongoing 

participation
  Level of Education

  Job description

4 with Regeneration Enablers 
(RE)
  Years of experience or 

education
  Focus mainly on BMEs
  Registered charity/ 

government recognition
  Dedicated office and full 

time work

Semi structured interviews, voice recorded with some notes taken

Who are BMEs and what makes them 
so? What are the housing/ community 
needs of BMEs
What is community regeneration? Are

Place of BMEs in regeneration: 
who a BME is, current and 
expected levels of participation
Community are the issues about
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BMEs really less involved in 
regeneration and if so, why are they?

What is community cohesion and how 
does community participation affect it?

What are the factors preventing BMEs 
from participation and what are the 
suggested way(s) forward from a 
regeneration providers' point of view

community
engagement
participation

cohesion, 
and BME

What are the factors preventing 
BMEs from participation and 
what are the suggested way(s) 
forward from a regeneration 
enabler's point of view_____

Table 4.2: Interview process and proposed questions

4.5 RESEARCH METHODS

According to Bryman (2009), a research method is simply a 'technique' for 

collecting data. It can involve a specific instrument, such as self completion 

questionnaire or a (semi) structured interview schedule. The research method 

could also involve multiple methods which is otherwise termed triangulation. The 

use of multiple methods strengthens the researcher's claims for the validity of the 

conclusions drawn where mutual confirmations of results can be demonstrated 

(Walliman 2005). As Brewer and Hunter put it in William (2003), (triangulation is 

like to) attack a research problem with an arsenal of methods that have 

overlapping weaknesses in addition to their complementary strengths.

The mixed method of data collection is used in the course of this research, just 

like the triangulation method of research analysis, mixed methods provides rigour 

and validity for the results. Literature is extensively reviewed over a period of 2 

years and the underlying research problems are identified in its true context and 

nature. 15 semi structured interviews are conducted (4 pilot, 11 main), mainly 

with the aim of getting some underlying themes whilst providing professional 

answers to the questions at hand. Semi structured interviews are used because of 

its relaxed nature and as Hockney et al (2005) asserts, this method allows for the 

exploration of emergent themes and ideas rather than relying only on concepts and 

questions defined in advance of the interview. According to Yin (2003), one of the 

limitations of interview is that it gives way for bias. To counter this problem a
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third data collection method which is mail questionnaires are also used. 

Questionnaire surveys are used to add rigour and more substance to the data 

collected from the interview, it is aimed at eliminating any bias that the interview 

might pose. 250 questionnaires are distributed across the country through a 

network of social, religious and community groups with a total of 203 being 

completed and returned. 203 returned questionnaires makes 80% response rate. 

This was made possible because of the method at which the questionnaires were 

distributed. Religious bodies, community groups and other BME congregations 

were targeted, this helped solved the problem of having to send it blindly without 

control, also it helps in avoiding questionnaires been sent to inappropriate people 

e.g. under aged people.

4.5.1 Literature Review

According to Taylor (2007), literature review is important to any kind of research 

as it serves as an account of what has been published by accredited scholars and 

researchers. Leitch (2010) stated that literature review is a summary of the current 

state of knowledge or current state of the art in a particular field. It is used to 

review published works, critique literature, and identify the gap and to inform 

proposed research. This helps a researcher to grasp the existing knowledge from 

other scholars regarding a particular subject area and ensure that the researcher's 

knowledge is up to date in the selected subject area and they are not reinventing 

the same issues that have been previously explored (Kulatunga, 2008). 

Apart from the above reasons for writing a review (i.e. proof of knowledge, a 

publishable document, and the identification of a research family), the scientific 

reasons for conducting a literature review are many. According to Eisenhardt and 

Graebner (2007), a strong literature review is the basis for sound empirical 

research to identify the research gap and to suggest research questions which 

address the gap. Randolph (2009) argues that the literature review plays a role in:

  delimiting the research problem,

  seeking new lines of inquiry,
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  avoiding fruitless approaches,

  gaining methodological insights,

  identifying recommendations for further research, and

  Seeking support for grounded theory.

Adding to the benefits of a critical literature review, Randolph (2009) also 

contributed additional reasons for reviewing the literature, which included:

  distinguishing what has been done from what needs to be done,

  discovering important variables relevant to the topic,

  synthesizing and gaining a new perspective,

  identifying relationships between ideas and practices,

  establishing the context of the topic or problem,

  rationalizing the significance of the problem,

  enhancing and acquiring the subject vocabulary,

  understanding the structure of the subject,

  relating ideas and theory to applications

Taylor and Procter (2008) in Liu (2010) suggested that a good literature review 

must be organised and relate directly to the thesis or research questions, 

synthesize results into summary of what is known and unknown, identify areas of 

controversies in the literature and formulate questions that need further research. 

In this research, asides helping formulate the research objectives, literature review 

has helped the in partially resolving some of the research questions and objectives 

as shown in Table 4.1. Past research on the issues challenging BMEs in the 

country are vastly reviewed, academic publications on current state of the art 

regarding community engagement, benefits of getting members of the public 

engaged, issues responsible for lack of BME participation and engagement e.g. 

social exclusion and deprivation are all resolved through the review of extant 

literature. This is made feasible through the review of past publications of 

academic journals and government reports on the subjects. This helped in
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narrowing the scope of the research and more importantly, knowing which 

theoretical and methodological approach is most suitable for the research.

4.5.2 Questionnaire Survey

A survey is a mean of gathering information about the characteristics, actions or 

opinion of a large group of people referred to as a population (Cargan, 2007). 

User questionnaire is one of the most typical and consolidated tools to evaluate 

users. They consist of checklists which aims to assess the user perception on 

specific matters e.g. people's beliefs, attitude, values, opinion etc (Liu 2010). A 

questionnaire survey is usually completed by the researcher and the respondents 

either in the form of face to face, telephone or postal service (Oppenheim 2002). 

Questionnaire survey according to Sommer and Sommer (2002) are also very 

efficient both in time and effort.

There is however a difference between surveys and a survey research. This section 

is not about a survey research; even though the research uses questionnaire survey 

as one of its research tools for data gathering. The purpose of the questionnaires is 

to assist the author in getting the opinion of the BMEs in the UK. as it would be 

challenging to interview as many as would give data saturation on a one to one 

basis. Trochim (2008) identified some of the consideration which has to be 

addressed before embarking on a survey; they include:

1. Population issues: e.g. can the population be enumerated, are they literate, 

is language a barrier, are there any geographic restrictions and would they 

cooperate?

2. Sampling issues: these includes such issues as what data is available, who 

are the respondents and can they be found, is response rate likely to be a 

problem etc

3. Question issues: relates to such problems as what kind of questions are to 

be asked, how complex are they, will lengthy questions be asked
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4. Content issues: this challenge is very important because it relates to the 

respondents having an opinion on what they are been asked. It concerns 

such issues as 'can respondents be expected to know about the issue or 

will they need to consult records.

All the above issues were carefully considered before designing the 

questionnaire and due to the nature of the research problems and BME profile 

of the UK, it was concluded that questionnaires are a suitable instrument in 

capturing user requirements (in this case BMEs) and measuring the opinion of 

the diverse BME population. The method of distribution and sample size are 

discussed in chapter 5.

4.5.3 Interviews

Opdenakker (2006) defines the qualitative research interview as "an interview, 

whose purpose is to gather descriptions of the life-world of the interviewee with 

respect to interpretation of the meaning of the described phenomena". According 

to Cargan (2007), interviews are "a purposeful conversation in which one person 

asks prepared questions (interviewer) and another answers them (respondent)" 

This is done to gain information on a particular topic or a particular area to be 

researched. The process of gaining this information can be done in several ways 

of which according to Opdenakker (2006) face-to-face interviews are the most 

common. Although besides Face-to-Face interviews, interviewing by telephone is 

popular so also are some emerging interne based processes. 

Interviews can have one of two basic structures. They can be either structured 

(closed interview style/ formal) or unstructured (informal/ open interview 

style). Creswell (2003) opines that there is a midway between these two methods 

of interviews called semi structured interviews. Kvale and Brinkmann (2000) 

proposes that rather than having a specific interview schedule (structured) or none 

at all (informal), an interview guide may be developed for some parts of the study 

in which without fixed wording or fixed ordering of the questions, a direction is
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given to the interview so that the content focuses on the crucial issues of the

study. This according to him allows for greater flexibility than the closed ended

type and permits a more valid response from the respondent's perception of

reality.

According to Valenzuela and Shrivastawa (2008) some of the aspects of the

interview process as a method of data collection are as follows:

  Interviews are completed by the interviewer based on what the 

respondents say

  Interviews are a far more personal form of research than questionnaires

  In the personal interview, the interviewer works directly with the 

respondents

  Unlike with mail surveys, the interviewer has the opportunity to probe or 

ask follow up questions

  Interviews are generally easier for respondents especially when what is 

sought is opinion or impression

  Interviews are time consuming and resource intensive

The semi structured method of interview is used in this research. The author 

employs the interview method of data collection as a mean of capturing the main 

themes from the challenge of lack of BME participation in regeneration and also 

to encapsulate some of the propositions of the regeneration service professionals 

regarding the possible ways of alleviating this problem.
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4.6 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

This research being mainly qualitative in approach will definitely have some 

reliability and validity questions. Although reliability is a concept used for testing 

or evaluating quantitative research, it is an issue for debate in qualitative research 

as well (Golafshani, 2003). According to Yanow (2006), reliability is about the 

quality of the findings and without it, it will be difficult for any inquirer to 

convince his audience that his findings are worth listening to. To ensure reliability 

in qualitative research, examination of trustworthiness is crucial (Golafshani, 

2003), because it addresses how accurately the research method and techniques 

will produce data (Leitch, 2010).

Validity according to Winter (2000) is not a fixed or universal concept, but rather 

a contingent construct, inescapably grounded in the processes and intentions of 

particular research methodologies and project. According to Leitch (2010), 

validity addresses if the research explains or measures what it originally sets out 

to measure; i.e. is the method(s) appropriate for the research questions and 

objectives?

As both reliability and validity are both matters of accuracy, this research has 

taken extra guide to ensure that the findings are both reliable and valid. Some of 

the procedural perspectives that are followed as proposed by Creswell (2003) are 

as follows:

  Member checking: determining the accuracy of the transcripts of the 

interviews by sending the transcripts to the interviewees for vetting

  Use of rich thick descriptions to convey interpretations: this is to show that 

I have not invented my findings

  Reportage of negative and discrepant information: even when information 

had not being in line with major findings, it was still taken on board

  Triangulation: this research uses various methods of data collection and 

analysis in order to provide more rigour.
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Reliability and validity is taken very carefully in the course of this data collection 

and analysis with special focus on use of multiple sources of data and methods. 

This is discussed more in the section that follows.

4.7 TRIANGULATION

Triangulation is widely recommended as a way of doing social research (Bryman, 

2003 Gilbert 2009). It involves looking at the research question from several 

viewpoints (Olsen 2004). The main reason for the use of multiple methods 

adopted in triangulation is to avoid potential errors and biases inherent in any 

single methodology (Williamson, 2005). Denzin (1989) in Williamson (2005) 

identified 4 types of triangulation, they are: data triangulation, investigator 

triangulation, theoretical triangulation and methodological triangulation. Jack and 

Raturi (2006) however added another dimension to it by identifying a fifth method 

of triangulation called 'multiple' triangulation which basically is likable to a 

combination of all the methodological approaches. Triangulation in itself is used 

for three main purposes; these purposes are 'contingency', completeness' and 

'confirmation' (Adami and Kiger, 2005, Jack and Raturi, 2006). Completeness 

rationale of triangulation recognizes that any single methodology will have 

inherent flaws, which a second or third methodology might reveal and amend, the 

contingency rationale is about the need to for insight into how and why a 

particular strategy is chosen and finally the confirmation rationale is geared 

towards having more robust and generalizable set of findings. In this light, data 

triangulation, (i.e. using more than one source of data) and methodological 

triangulation is adopted for this research. The three main sources of data are 

literature, interviews and questionnaires, and the methods of analysis are the use 

of content and statistical analysis tools. Figure 4.1 shows a summary of the three 

data and information sources and what they focus on. It shows what each research 

method aims to achieve and how the research aim is accomplished.
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Figure 4.1: Research application of triangulation; excerpted and modified from Liu (2010)
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4.8 SUMMARY

This chapter has discussed the many approaches to research otherwise called 

research methodology. It has been concluded that the methodology adopted must 

follow from the nature of the problem and the researcher's theoretical perspective. 

If the main theoretical perspectives were placed on a continuum, one extreme will 

be positivism and the other interpretivism. The difference between these two ideas 

was highlighted. The approach adopted by this research due to the nature of the 

main aim has been concluded to be a mixture of both qualitative and quantitative; 

the main attributes of both approaches was also mentioned and discussed. Another 

area of concern was the epistemology i.e. subjectivity or objectivity.

The research methodology section explained the many classifications available to 

the researcher; a special focus was placed on research purpose in terms of a 

research being descriptive, exploratory or explanatory. Various other approaches 

were considered and dispelled with a view to justifying the adopted one. The 

distinction between research methodology and research methods was discussed 

briefly and also research methods were concluded to be the techniques of 

collecting data; as Walliman (2005) puts it, it does not have to be just one 

technique, hence the reason why this research adopted the use of multi methods 

otherwise called triangulation. This method of triangulation was as well discussed. 

To bring all the considered factors together, Figure 4.2 sets to show the position of 

this research. The circled space shows the stand of this research in terms of its 

philosophy, ontology, axiology, epistemology and method.

Positivism
Idealism 
Objectivity 
Value Free

Research Philosophy
Ontology 
Epistemology ', 
Axiology \N

Interpretivism
Realism '    
Subjectivity • 
Value Laden /

Methods (Triangulation) "'-•,.. 
Interviews, Lit Review and Questionnaires

Figure 4.2: Summary Research Position
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As shown in the Figure 4.2, this research is interpretivist in nature, the ontology 

i.e. nature of reality is realism, the epistemology i.e. knowledge acceptance is 

subjective and the axiology i.e. value judgement is value laden. The methods that 

are used are mixed, otherwise called triangulation of methods and data. 

So far, the myriad research attributes and position has been identified and the 

position for this work has been established. The next chapter hence shows the 

findings from the semi structured interviews (both pilot and main) and how this 

answers and resolves some the research questions and objectives.
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CHAPTER 5 QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter is one of the two chapters focusing on data analysis. It describes the 

qualitative method of data collection, the selected samples and the analysis of the 

results as mentioned in chapter 4. It further clarifies the concluding assertions of 

chapter 2 regarding how regeneration improves sense of belonging of community 

members especially BMEs. Given the exploratory nature of this research and 

based on the findings of chapters 2 and 3, this chapter

  Explores the underlying meaning of community cohesion and integration

  Explores how community participation and engagement relates to 

regeneration

  Investigates BMEs in regeneration with a view to knowing what their 

housing needs are

  Investigates what the barriers preventing BMEs from participation are

  Analyses the facilitators of participation and proposes suggestions for the 

enhancement of BME participation in community regeneration

In order to achieve the above propositions, this research carried out interviews 

with professionals and stakeholders in the field of regeneration. Chapter 2 

(section 2.2.4) identifies such stakeholders as including community groups, local 

authorities, faith groups, voluntary groups, health sector works, suppliers and 

consultants etc. Based on that, a sample size of 15 community regeneration 

stakeholders was selected for interview. The interview process is divided into two 

stages which include the pilot interview and main interview stages. This chapter 

also discusses the findings from the interview process and concludes by 

highlighting how the research aim has been partially fulfilled, and how it leads to 

the survey (quantitative) stage of the research.
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5.2 PILOT INTERVIEWS

5.2.1 Aim of Pilot Interview

The main aims of the pilot interview are to collect background information from 

the field, help in understanding how to frame questions and to adapt a research 

approach. From the nature of the problem as gathered from literature, the focus of 

this stage of data collection is to answer the following questions:

I. Who are BMEs and what makes them so: the aim of this question is to see if 

there is a consistence or general acceptability in what the definition or 

description of who a BME is since chapter 3 concluded that there is a 

difficulty in defining BMEs

II. What is regeneration and who are the main stakeholders: this aims to know 

if there it true that regeneration is different from renewal as often concluded 

by literature, also to see if BMEs are accepted as important stakeholders as 

proposed in chapter 2

III. What is the current status of BME participation in community regeneration: 

this will give an indication as to if there are special monitoring of BME 

participation activities and to see if there are any improvements

IV. Is community participation important at all? This was expected to give an 

indication as to if it is worth studying, even though all indications from 

chapter 2, 3 and 4 corroborated themselves on the importance of 

participation, this research wants to see if this is true in practice

V. Why BMEs are not participating now as discovered in chapter 3, and what 

are can be done to make them participate more effectively?

5.2.2 Surveyed Sample for Pilot Interview

In order to answer the above five questions, four pilot interviews were conducted 

within the East Central Rochdale regeneration office with middle level 

management staffs. The preference of East Central Rochdale as the organization 

for the pilot interviews was based on many for example, the BME profile of
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Rochdale Metropolitan Borough council which is around 12% of total population, 

high level of deprivation and lack of affordable housing. Four interviewees were 

chosen from this organization to provide an insight into the contextual nature of 

the problem at hand because it is noted that four semi structured interviews at this 

early stage can bring out enough data and themes which will help in the 

development of the main interview questions. All the four respondents were 

middle level management members of staff as shown on Table 5.1.

MLM1

MLM2

MLM3

MLM4

Position/ 
Designation

Community 
Regeneration 
Officer
Property 
Adviser
Support 
Worker
Community 
development 
Worker

Years 
at 
duty
22

5

14

2

Level of 
education

Degree

HND

A levels

Degree 
pending

Previous 
BME 
experience
Yes

Yes

Yes

Non

Date and 
duration of 
Interview
16/10/2009

16/10/2009

16/10/2009

16/10/2009

Table 5.1: Pilot Interview selection *MLM- Middle management Level officers

The pilot interviews took place in the premises of the East Central Rochdale 

regeneration office on the 16th of October 2009. Having presented the sample 

survey, the next section presents the findings from the pilot interview exercise.

5.2.3 Theoretical Analysis of Findings from Pilot Study

This section presents the findings from the pilot interview. The findings are a 

collection of responses from the four interviewees because the aim of this exercise 

is not to find answers but to tease out opinions and propositions which will be 

further tested in the main interviews. The analysis at this stage was carried out 

manually because of it relatively small number of respondents; the findings are as 

shown below:

Question 1: Who are BMEs are what makes them so.
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  It emerged that being a BME is not really about skin colour, although it is 

a significant part of it e.g. not being 'White British', but one important 

factor is that they surfer a form of exclusion from main society because of 

this. Muslims, Hindus and some Asian women are often referred to as 

BMEs; length of stay or generational stay in a community also affects 

level of being BME. This shows that being BME is more circumstantial 

than physical. It also shows a need to have a joint up definition or 

description people that will be called BMEs so that the focus of efforts 

will be much clearer.

Question 2: What is regeneration and who are the main stakeholders involved.

• Regeneration was seen as an overdue reactive rather than a proactive 

initiative that aims to meet the needs of the community, it does not attend 

to physical problems alone but to other soft matters like health, security, 

crime, environment, jobs and training, community cohesion, sense of 

belonging, pride of place etc.

  The main stakeholders are community/ voluntary groups, suppliers, 

architects, planners, builders, council, Residential Social Landlords (RSL), 

Private Housing providers, Places of worship, local businesses, police etc

Question 3: What is the current status of BMEs in participation?

• People background (social, cultural, religious etc) and reason for migration 

impact on their participation in communities, these needs to be understood 

by regeneration planners in other to make provisions to meet the needs of 

BMEs.

  Proposed length of stay for short stay residents also affect if they want to 

be seen as a member of the community or not. For this people, it is 

important that they have the information to make a choice. If they decide 

not to take part, it will be their informed choices.

  BMEs are diverse but there is a need for a joined up framework that looks 

at the best way of consulting with BMEs, for some ethnic groups, you
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might need to locate the key decision maker, for some others, you might 

need to meet up with them one on one.

Question 4: Importance of participation: this question aimed to answer the 

inevitable question of if or not there is a need to engage with BMEs at all

  There is a need, but don't overdo it, people need to have enough 

information to know what is going on and to decide if they want to 

participate or not, because people still want to live their lives without 

intervention, for this reason, there is a need to gauge what is enough 

consultation

  It boosts community spirit and helps dispel rumours about other 

ethnicities, for this reason, BMEs needs to be consulted and made to 

participate so that the other members of the community might meet them 

and get to know them better.

Question 5: Why BMEs are not participating in the community: this question 

was not a leading question in that it started by asking the respondent about their 

experience of BME participation in regeneration, the general response was that it 

was low, it was then that the question of'why' followed.

  BMEs are not exactly not participating; they participate but only within 

themselves. The issue is that there are communities within communities; 

i.e. people consult and engage with people of their own kinds. BMEs also 

like to participate more with community groups because they don't trust 

the government as much, this may be as a result of background. Some 

people think it is a form of luxury and that they don't have the time for it; 

even for those who mange to find time, they don't want to fall into a kind 

of routine with it because this leads to consultation fatigue. The priorities 

of BMEs are often different from what the regeneration initiatives are 

focused on, for example, some people who are here temporarily. Language 

and many personal reasons prevent some BMEs from participating. This
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shows that (a) community groups are an important part of the community 

in getting regeneration initiatives to BMEs, (b) BMEs personal preferences 

should be understood before regeneration initiatives can be embarked on, 

some BMEs are in the community to get good jobs or own businesses, 

some want good schools that can give their children the best education in 

life. There needs to be a balancing act of the proportion or representation 

of BMEs in an area to know what will be best especially in areas where 

BMEs are actually a majority.

This section has shown that inasmuch as being a BME is not a function of skin 

colour, rather it is circumstantial; BMEs suffer some exclusion as a result of this. 

Also it is seen here that people's personal background and transience plans affect 

their participatory roles and that BME's lack of participation challenge varies 

from person to person it has many facets. These findings are further explored in 

the stage 2 of this research which is the main interview stage. Here, special focus 

is placed on the participatory roles of BMEs, their housing needs barriers facing 

them in the process of community engagement.

5.3 MAIN INTERVIEWS

5.3.1 Aim of the Main Interviews

As discussed in chapters one and five of this research, the main aim of this 

research is to develop a framework for the enhancement of participation 

performance of BME groups in the process of community regeneration with the 

relevant partner agency in the England, to achieve this some interviews are 

conducted with professionals in the field of regeneration, the aim of the interviews 

is to identify, understand, describe and maintain their subjective professional 

experiences as suggested by Crotty (2004). The interview process is semi 

structured and subdivided into themes in line with the research questions and
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objectives. The interview questions which build on the findings from the pilot 

interview exercise are broadly divided into five sections as follows:

  Stakeholders in regeneration

  Community cohesion/ sense of belonging

  BMEs in community regeneration/ Levels of community participation

  BME housing needs

  Empowering BMEs in community participation/ How to enhance 

participation

Each of these sections is mainly tagged with accompanying 'what' and 'how' 

questions in an inquiring manner. Propositions are made in order to develop 

questions that will engage the respondents fully in the interview process and more 

importantly, to have an idea of what some of the emerging themes could be. 

Below are some of the propositions that helped in forming the interview 

questions. The questions based on the following propositions as concluded from 

chapter 2 and 3 include:

  How can regeneration be defined

  What makes a community cohesive

  What is the importance of information and consultation in regeneration

  What level(s) should be members of the community be expected to 

participate in

  Who are BMEs and what makes them so

  What are the housing needs of BMEs (if there are any peculiar ones)

  How can BME participation in regeneration can be enhanced

These are some of the underlying questions that inform the structure of the 

interviews. The interview questions are explored further in-depth in this chapter. 

Also the surveyed samples of the interview as well as the background requirement 

from interviewees are discussed in this chapter.
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5.3.2 Surveyed Sample

The surveyed samples for the interviews are spread across the many stakeholders 

in housing related community regeneration. It will be recalled from chapter 2 

(sections 2.2.4) and the findings from pilot interviews, that there are many 

stakeholders in regeneration. To this light, five major types of stakeholders are 

identified and contacted for interviews; these are community group leaders, BME 

voluntary sector officers, Arms Length Management Organisations (ALMOs), 

Housing Market Renewal Pathfinders and medium scale regeneration plan e.g. 

Unitary Development Plan (UDP). The organisations/ stakeholders are subdivided 

into two main groups i.e. providers and enablers. The providers are the 

government agencies and organisation who are usually funded by the government 

to carry out regeneration activities within the communities while the enablers are 

the equally important aspects of the community who facilitates the success of the 

regeneration.

In order to ensure the pedigree of the interviewees, as advised by Cohen et al 

(2007), the following criterion was set to ensure respondent suitability:

  BME demographics of the community the organisation represents or 

works within must reflect a realistic BME profile i.e. the level of BME 

representation must not be unrepresentatively lower than the national 

average

  There must be an ongoing regeneration initiative in place at the time of 

interview

  The organisation must have a dedicated focus on BMEs within the 

management or strategic level of decision making,

  The organisations chosen will be expected to have a formal channel for 

BME participation within their organisation's activities

  The interviewee must have at least 2 years experience in a community 

regeneration role with BME focus,
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  To ensure that the interviewee understands the nature of questioning and 

reasons for interview, a minimum standard of A levels qualification will 

be expected

  Interviewed members of BME groups or leaders will have been in the 

community for at least five years in order to ensure that they have a 

firsthand understanding of community needs and nature

  BME voluntary group will have to be a registered charity with a dedicated 

office

  Leaders of BME voluntary group leaders will have to have an higher 

education degree (A levels and above) and the role within BME 

framework would be their full time work

Table 5.2 shows the organisations contacted for interviews and their 

categorisation as well as the numbers of people contacted for interviews. These 11 

people were chosen upon the fulfilment of some certain sets of criteria; as 

required by the research technique adopted, expert opinion in the field of 

regeneration was needed in order to understand the contextual nature of the 

problem of BME non participation.

No of 
Interviews 
(11)
2

3

2

2

2

Management Level 
within 
Organisation
Strategic Level 
Staffs

1 Strategic Level 
2 Middle Mgt Level

2 Middle Mgt Level

2 Top Management 
Level
2 Top Management 
Level

Organisation

East Central 
Rochdale 
Regeneration 
Office
Northwards 
Housing 
Association
Urban Living 
Partnership
BME group 
leaders
BME voluntary 
group leaders

Type of 
Organisation

UDP

ALMO

HMRP

Community 
Group leaders
Voluntary 
Group 
Leaders

Category

Regeneration 
Provider

Regeneration 
Enabler

Table 5.2: List of Interviewees
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The three main government/ provider agencies contacted as shown in Table 5.2 

were East Central Rochdale Regeneration Office, Urban Living Partnership and 

Northwards Housing Association. In order to anonymise the interviewees, this 

report adopts the use of representative descriptors to represent each interviewee. 

The 7 professionals from the regeneration provider category are referred to as 

RP1, RP2, RP3, RP4, RP5, RP6 and RP7 whilst the ones from the enabler 

category gets a similar style of RE1, RE2, RES and RE4.

5.3.3 The Use of Nvivo 8 in the Process of Analysis

In order to ensure validity and reliability in the interview process, member 

checking was done on all the interviews and the respondents verified the accuracy 

of the transcripts. Nvivo 8 content analysis tool was then used to code the themes 

from the interviews into nodes. Coding is the process of recording the number of 

responses a particular respondent gave to a question. It is used to convert answers 

into numbers for the purpose of classification. The main types of nodes used in 

the coding process of this research were the tree node and free nodes. The 

approach taken was to arrange themes of similar contexts into same tree nodes and 

themes that did not fit directly under any nodes was placed into free nodes. The 

tree nodes are hierarchical in structure and so for this research, the plan is to 

categorise the tree node with a broad name and place other suitable nodes under it. 

An example is shown in Figure 5.1
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Figure 5.1: Hierarchical structure of tree nodes in Nvivo 8

From the example shown in Figure 5.1, 'barriers to participation' was a node and 

it had six (6) sources. This meant that six respondents were referenced within the 

context of this theme and 40 references (answers or key points) were identified. 

Also barriers like 'length of stay' had sub themes under it also in form of node. 

This depicts the hierarchical nature of tree nodes. These tree nodes can be further 

analysed by building relationships among the nodes and seeing how each 

attributes affects one another. This exercise was very useful in organising the data 

captured in the interviews and extracting the richness of the contextual nature of 

the information received. It shows the interdependency of the explored questions 

and also assisted in collating all the opinions on the question of how BME 

participation can be further enhanced within community regeneration. However, a 

limitation of the tree nodes was when there were themes that did not directly fit 

into any tree node, here, the free nodes were used. These free nodes are 

theoretically analysed individually.
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5.3.4 Interview Design Strategy

As discussed in section 6.4.1 above and owing to the findings of chapter 2 and 3. 

This section discusses the plan and design of the interview process adopted in this 

research. Table 5.3 depicts the 'area of interest' i.e. the focus objective, the 

strategy with which the questions will be asked from the respondents and the 

purpose for which the question is asked. For example as shown on the table, in 

order to evaluate the current state of BMEs with regards to participation in 

community regeneration, seven questions are asked; four from regeneration 

service providers and three from enablers. The last column shows the purpose for 

which the question is asked. In this case, to identify if BMEs are under 

participating and to validate who a BME is.
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5.4 FINDINGS FROM MAIN INTERVIEWS

This section explores the contents of the findings from the interviews and analyse 

them qualitatively. Although frequencies of occurrences of responses will imply a 

degree of relevance, however, due to the rich nature of qualitative data, specific 

cases and occurrences will also be considered and the findings will reflect this. 

From this research's use of Nvivo, such peculiar cases that fit not directly within 

any predefined theme will be organised under free nodes and will be discussed and 

presented individually. As concluded in chapters 2 and 3 and suggested in section 

6.1, this chapter analyses the findings from the interview process. The sections 

covered are community cohesion and integration, regeneration and community 

participation, BMEs in regeneration and housing need, BME participation barring 

factors and lastly, suggestions and proposition for the enhancement of BME 

participation in regeneration.

5.4.1 Community Cohesion and Integration

The cohesion and integration themes of this research were informed by literature 

review findings in section 3.6 which emphasised that community cohesion is one of 

the end products of regeneration. Chapter 2 also detailed the importance of 

community integration into regeneration plans. Since there are social (human) and 

physical (spatial) aspects to the community as shown in section 2.2.1 and English 

communities are so diverse, the cohesion theme focused on what cohesion is and if 

it is necessary for a community to have it or not, how participation can improve 

cohesions, what cohesive communities looks like and what are the signs of lack of 

cohesion in a community. Suggestions on how to get a community cohesive was 

also discussed. The question under this theme focuses on how multi cultural 

communities interrelate within a community regeneration context and how minority 

communities and new entrants into the community feel integrated.

Some of the analyses that are done here focused on investigating the following: 

1. Issues that affect community cohesion are
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2. The main signs of lack of cohesion are
3. The impact of'length of stay' in a community on 'sense of belonging'
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Figure 5.2: Screen shot of Nvivo 8 showing the nodes on community cohesion

Tree Node
Community Cohesion

1
2
3
4

Sense of belonging
Importance of cohesion
Signs of lack of cohesion
What is cohesion

No of Sources
9
3
6
5
5

No of References
29
9
9
14
12

Table 5.4: summary of community cohesion node

Table 5.4 and Figure 5.2 show the responses on community cohesion and the 

responses; it shows that there were 29 references (comments or answers) made 

from the 9 sources (respondents) who commented on the issue. The inferences 

made from the responses are discussed as follows.

It was realised that 'community cohesion' affects people's sense of belonging and it 

concerns people feeling comfortable where they live without fear of discrimination 

from people from other backgrounds. Three respondents from the 'regeneration 

enabler' group made nine references on the topic, highlighting that the challenge of 

lack of sense of belonging is made particularly worse for BMEs who want to 

experience the 'British' lifestyles as well as preserving their culture which may be 

different from the British culture. BMEs were seen to be willing to learn new ways 

and adopt new lifestyles in order to position themselves better for acceptance but
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according to the respondents, this is seldom the case. According to Regeneration 

Enabler 2 (RE2) 'with the immigration and naturalisation process, it is clear that no 

matter how hard you try or live in England for, the best you can be is British, never 

a Britton'

On the issue of community cohesion, it was discovered that a cohesive community 

is one where residents work together and participate on common goals of the 

community; Regeneration Provider 4 (RP4)'s response further corroborated 

literature findings on the indicators of a participating community by Putnam 
(2000) (section 2.6.3) by saying that a cohesive community is "one that would 

work together to achieve a majority aim within the area and would come together 

to tackle and deal with issues regardless of race or religious divide. They would 

actually participate in what is going on within and around the community as 

well". This was noted as been easier for people who belonged to a community 

group as information was more readily available to them and they see themselves as 

having a genuine opportunity to make a contribution to their community.

The awareness of other people's culture and way of life is an important factor in 

ensuring community cohesion. According to RE1, '"''If people know why foreigners 

or people from different cultures do the things the way they do, they will be more 

and better appreciated". BMEs really loves people to know more about them and 

so they take every opportunity to organise, support and attend community festivals 

and feasts, because it is the innocence of people that leads to some misconceptions 

about BMEs, that's the view of RE2 from Birmingham. Interaction is advocated 

either by the ways the buildings are designed and built or by organizing events that 

makes it possible for people from different backgrounds to meet and interrelate as 

part of their daily routines. The findings from the interviews corroborate the 

literature findings on the present low level of BME participation and involvement 

in regeneration as discussed in section 2.5.3.

Community cohesion was seen as a phenomenon that cannot be completes as 

nobody can have a complete cohesion even within a household according to RP2. 

Nevertheless, RE1 described cohesion as a very desirable state that allows the 

community to all work together and take ownership of projects and initiatives, he
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continues by stressing that if the community as largely together on a choice of 

project, they (the community) will be more likely to genuinely feel a sense of 

community on the project, whatever its outcome. This confirms the literature 

review finding as suggested by (Smith 2006) that the creation of opportunities to 

enable all members of a community to actively contribute to and influence the 

development process and to share equitably in the fruits of development will 

enhance residents' acceptance of outcomes of infrastructures or initiatives they 

have helped to form.

Culture and religion, language, housing barriers, awareness of other cultures, 

community safety, presence of other community and voluntary groups, creation of 

avenues for inter community interaction and trust and confidence in the local 

councils are some of the issues that affect cohesion according to the respondents. 

The signs of lack of cohesion among many others according to the five respondents 

who gave 14 reference points are void in communities, frequent residents turnover, 

lack of participation and response to calls for meeting, single ethnicity dominance. 

Other signs are

  trouble and strife in an area

  people don't respond to calls for meetings and other gatherings

  outbreaks of violence

  people feeling threatened

  people resenting others because they believe they are getting a better deal

  surveys showing that people don't know their neighbours

A unique signal for prospective lack of cohesion according to RP 4 was a situation 

where a single group shouts other people down by ensuring that their voices are 

loudest in meetings, thereby intimidating other members of the community. RP 5 

opines that front line staffs are most useful in this situation as they know (or are 

supposed to know) the area well and they can tell the slightest signs of lack of 

cohesion.

Length of stay in an area or proposed length of stay also affects people sense of 

cohesion or need for sense of belonging to an area, according to RP 3; transience is
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a major issue among BMEs. There are many categories of BMEs, there are people 

who are displaced by war or people who are here on an economic basis and who 

plan to return as soon as their current business is completed, those kinds of people 

feel less need for any need for them to participate in the cohesion needs of the 

community they reside. RP 3 further commented on this by adding: "/ think is 

about where you are coming from as well, people that came here just to work in a 

particular industry and knew they will soon be going back home will find it hard 

to see any reasons to belong at all. You know also people that are here as 

refugees, asylum seekers, they are here and there first priority is not about 

community activities, they need safety first".

Another aspect to this is that people who are new in an area will want to take their 

time to study the community before they start seeing themselves as part of it. This 

is particularly true for first generation BMEs i.e. people who migrated to England 

as adults. The eastern Europeans were an example of first generation BMEs. 

According to RP 5, "for new eastern European communities, they are yet to settle. 

I will think the length of stay in an area will definitely affect how much of a sense 

of belonging you will feel to an area"

It also came out from the results that community cohesion is very important and to 

achieve it, there is need community participation is very important. Community 

participation aspect of this research will be expressed further under the 

'Participation and Engagement' theme whilst the BME perspective of community 

cohesion will be discussed under the theme of "BME in regeneration".

5.4.2 Regeneration and Community Participation/ Engagement

Under this theme, the underlying definitions or description of regeneration will be 

explored to see if truly it defers from renewal. As a method of validity, the 

operation definitions of regeneration was sought to explore any similarities to its 

theoretical definition. The aspects of regeneration were explored to see what it 

involves other than the physical nature of it. The other side of the section focused

ill



on who the stakeholders in regeneration are; this was done with the awareness that 

members of the community are themselves, important stakeholders. Table 5.5 

shows the responses and the number of references which emerged from the 

interview process.

Tree Node
Community Participation and Engagement

1
2
3
4

Definition of Regeneration and stakeholders involved
Timing of Regeneration
Expectations from BMEs
Transience of BMEs

Sources
7
6
6
5
5

References
21
9
10
7
8

One of the most important findings of the question of 'how will you define/ explain 

regeneration' as asked of the regeneration providers was that there was no joined up 

and conclusive responses. Many of the responses was based on opinions, this was 

made directly by RP 4 who said, "/ think regeneration means different things to 

different agencies", the findings on the aspects or types of regeneration was similar 

to what was discovered from literature review as shown in Figure 3.2. The main 

aspects of regeneration discovered were the physical, social, environmental and 

economic. The physical aspect is the obvious ones, which includes buildings, 

demolitions, renovations etc. The social aspect bothers on community spirit, sense 

of pride and crime. The environmental aspect is linked with the physical aspects of 

regeneration as well. According to RP 1, Environmental, its physical too, it 

touches on green spaces, open spaces etc it touches on the fuel poverty agenda 

because we just don't put the kitchens and bathrooms there, we look for ways if 

driving down fuel bills by installing fuel efficient boilers etc. all these still bothers 

down to regeneration. There are many stakeholders involved in regeneration as 

discovered from literature, however in addition to the list from section 2.2.4 it was 

seen that there are other important stakeholders. Three respondents added a total of 

six additional stakeholders to the list as follows:

  sports and arts clubs

  schools and adult literacy centers



  local businesses

  play pathfinders: i.e. manufacturers of children's play equipments

  building professional: i.e. architects, planners, surveyors etc

  youth groups

Going by the stakeholder classification in chapter 2, it can be seen from the list 

above that play pathfinders and building professionals are regeneration providers 

while the rest of the list are enablers. This stakeholder holders' addendum can also 

be incorporated into the framework in chapter 3 by adding them to the 'community' 

box under the 'participation regeneration' aspect of the framework.

Another discovery on regeneration was about its timing, according to Roberts and 

Sykes (2000) in section 2.3, regeneration is an interventionist approach, but three 

(3) respondents in the provider category opined that regeneration is too much of a 

reactive initiative rather than a proactive one. They said it comes almost too late; 

one of the questions asked was about the prerequisites of regeneration and some of 

the responses was that since there needs to be a 'need' for the regeneration, that 

makes regeneration a process that gives more support to places where things are not 

managed properly. RP 4 stressed this problem as follows: "in the areas with the 

worst benefit dependency or the highest levels of benefit dependency, the lowest 

level of educational attainment, the highest levels of health problem, those factors 

as the highest level of worklessness, when all those comes together, that's where 

the money is coming and the government will back that. Also the worse your area 

is, the better your chance of getting the money and you have to wonder if this is a 

scientific way of working things out because most of the time, your local 

authorities starts to look worse in the eyes of the politicians and the public 

because it is not getting large money in "

The community is discovered to be a very important stakeholder in the 

regeneration. The local schools and businesses, local religious bodies, community 

groups, tenants associations, elected politicians public bodies and government led 

organisations
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Another area investigated is the current state of the art with respect to participation 

m regeneration. As it emerged from literature (section 2.4.2) that participation is 

not just an ethical issue, it can sometimes be a condition for funding. Participation 

is discovered to be very important to the success or otherwise of regeneration plans. 

In the process of the analysis, community participation tree node was subdivided 

into 4 nodes which each focused on BMEs participation in regeneration, 

community inputs, participation start time and problems with regeneration, it was 

discovered in the results that BMEs are not participating as much as Non BMEs, 

although there is a suggestion that implied that in BME dominated places, the 

chances were that if there was any kind of participation, it was most likely to be 

BME participation as they are the dominant people in the area. Some of the main 

issues from the interview was that BMEs love to participate and also want other 

cultures to learn about them; but when it came to participating with government 

agencies, they prefer not participate more with community agencies on regeneration 

matters. Community inputs which are very important are in various forms; this is 

linked with community consultation. There is a need for consultation to be 

moderate, i.e. let the people say how much they want to be consulted otherwise it 

leads to consultation fatigue which is detrimental to the participation process. 

Participation and engagement is also about community trust and confidence in the 

regeneration providers. Also because of the recurrent nature of regeneration, BMEs 

find it difficult to trust that the current providers will take their views into account. 

This leads to demotivation and subsequent lack of participation. RP1 further 

stressed the importance of trust by saying "we are talking about people's homes 

here and the choices there are to make. They are the ones that live in these homes 

and communities, so if we have to do any type of consultation, we have to 

demonstrate to the community that we are listening to them or it will be pretty 

pointless". RP 2 from Birmingham stated that: "we cannot regenerate the area 

without involving the community because, we are only here for 5 maybe 10 years 

but the community/ residents, they will be here for 25 -30 years hopefully more. 

So it's really something for the community "
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With regards to the levels of participation expected from BMEs, the main themes 

that emerged were that people will like to participate at the level they deem fit 

without being constantly demanded to participate. According to RP1: there are 

number of ways our tenants can get involved in what we are doing as an 

organization from the lowest level where people reply to a survey or a read a 

newsletter or out of the odd telephone call up to inspection panel, we have a 

group of tenants who regularly go and inspect what we do, how clean the flats 

are, they feed that back to us as an organization, we also have the various 

forums, if people can commit some time to that, the area panels. I think with that 

people will have a sense that they are representing all the tenants and not just 

their immediate neighbourhood; the highest level of engagement is the four 

tenants that sit on the board, there are 12 members of the board and everyone 

that works for northwards housing are accountable to the board". Nevertheless, it 

can be said without contradiction that BMEs love to participate. They do this 

usually by showcasing their culture and tradition. This is the opinion of the 

regeneration enabler from Sussex. BMEs are very colourful people and they indeed 

want their fellow community residents to know about them because by doing this, 

the myths flying around about them will be reduced.

On the question of what level BMEs participate are expected to participate in, it 

was realised that 'Information' which is a low level of participation according to 

literature finding (section 2.3.5) is a desirable level of participation to some of the 

regeneration providers and enablers. The reason for this is because many BMEs 

will not want to frequently pressured into having to participate against their will; to 

counter this problem of consultation fatigue, it was proposed that ensuring that 

people had enough information to decide if or not they want to participate will be a 

good level of participation. In order to get this information out, there are also many 

issues involved, central to that is the issue of language. There is a need to identify 

the major languages spoken within an area an effort should be made to translate key 

information into these languages without assuming that information in English will 

be translated informally for those whose first language is not English. This is



however not the case for 2nd and 3rd generation BMEs because they have been here 

for longer and have overcome the language barrier.

It is also discovered that there is a lack of shortage of BMEs in the regeneration 

professions. It was often mentioned that BMEs will like to deal with regeneration 

agencies on trust and confidence, for this reason; there is an unwritten need to get 

people who are ethnically conscious of the needs and cultures of BMEs. Also there 

is a need for agencies that deal with BMEs to have BME staffs as a means of 

reflecting the population they are representing. This is presently not the situation 

because many BMEs don't even apply for regeneration positions or jobs. 

Another factor that relates to participation and engagement is the length of stay in 

the community. RP 3 from Rochdale highlight the differences in BMEs in terms of 

the reason for their presence in England, according to her, some are economic 

immigrants whose proposed length of stay will not encourage them to engage with 

the community because they are in transit while there are some who will like to 

postpone the duty of engaging with the community for some time until they can 

make their minds up. Similar to the issue of length of stay is a phenomenon called 

the 'new comer syndrome' where people feel like a minority simply because they 

are new in an area. Commenting on how length of stay in a community affects 

participation, RP 6 said: "If you are from a BME background and you do decide 

to come to one of our meetings, the problem you might have would be the people 

that have been there before you, in that you will be a minority even in the 

meeting".

5.4.3 BME in regeneration/ BME Housing Needs

The purpose of the section includes getting to investigate if BMEs have special 

housing needs which are different from that of Non BMEs (this will help in 

inculcating the needs into master plans) and finally knowing what level of 

participation is expected of BMEs in regeneration (this will help the agencies in 

benchmarking and telling when levels of participation has fallen). The analysis at
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this stage will be in part because a substantial portion of the answers to this 

question is expected to come from the questionnaires. From the 200 questionnaires, 

the housing needs of the BMEs are sought, the reason for this is to assist the report 

in being more robust by exploring what the BMEs identify to be their housing/ 

community needs and compare it with the findings from the interview. Table 5.6 

shows the responses from the interviewees and the number of references made from 

each area of question focus.

Tree Node
BMEs in Regeneration/ BME Housing Needs

1
2

BME Housing Needs
BMEs in Regeneration

No of Sources
11
11
9

No of References
29
22
17

Table 5.6: Summary of BMEs in regeneration/ Housing needs node

The interview findings reveal that BME housing needs are very important in the 

process of regeneration especially in communities where there is a dominance of 

BMEs. The culture, ethnic background and family structure often affect these needs 

as there is a peculiarity with BME dominated areas. BMEs were discovered to 

usually be very family oriented, this was in line with several report findings which 

identified BMEs as usually having larger family than Non BMEs; for this reason, 

there is a demand for bigger family homes in BMEs. RP 1 from Rochdale pointed 

out that an easy way of knowing this is by the demand for such houses by BMEs 

usually telling by the length of the waiting list for such accommodation. In the 

houses, the needs of BMEs are also peculiar in general, for example, BMEs often 

want a toilet downstairs because often times, there is an aged person in the house 

and such people would not want to climb stairs every now and again. Some cultures 

and religions demand a prayer room to be located in the house; this is often 

achieved by having a separate reception area for visitors. In the community, the 

needs of BMEs was discovered not be so different from those of Non BMEs, for 

example, one of the most important need for BMEs was crime prevention according 

to RP3. BMEs show an inclination to participate when the issue to discuss is about 

crime, but on the contrary to that, they don't like working with the police.
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This again relates to the problem of trust and confidence in the system, which will 

be discussed in more details under the 'barriers to regeneration' theme. Because of 

BMEs financial status which is lower on the average than those of Non BMEs, it 

was discovered that BMEs don't go on foreign trips as much and so they often like 

to be in places where there are play facilities around the house. BME communities 

was discovered to be compact and overcrowded, this was because of the dense 

nature of BME communal living; as a result of this, the areas where BMEs 

dominate usually had litter problems; this was the view of RP2 from Birmingham. 

This relates to one of the findings from the pilot study where it was suggested that 

BMEs are not interested in some of the regeneration issues like litters because they 

feel like they are the ones that dropped them there in the first place. 

From the regeneration enablers point of view, there is a tendency to suggest that 

BMEs have enough information or at least knew where to get it (which is with the 

community agencies) but usually the help is not there when they go for it and this in 

turn discourages people from seeking help. This is the view of RE1 from Camden 

as he said: "there are many avenues for engagement, there are many offices, 

establishments and initiatives in place all for engagement of the community, 

people don'( use them "

Regeneration enablers interviewed opined that the best level of participation for 

BMEs will be a suitable level where BMEs know enough about the goings on in the 

community for them to know if they want to be involved or not. Although the 

suggestions from regeneration providers shows that it is more desirable if there are 

BMEs in top levels of participation, like being members of community boards, 

chairing tenants associations and forming community groups which is a good idea 

as it is easy to pass on information with this system of communication. RP 2 

stresses the need for more BMEs in regeneration positions by stating: "/ will say 

there needs to be more high level of BMEs in posts from both the council's side 

and our side. For example in our office, there is a team of 17 and there are only 3 

of us who are from the BME background, our program management board or 

delivery board doesn 't reflect the communities that we serve"
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5.4.4 Barring factors and Suggested Facilitators of Participation

This is the theme that attempts to bring out the experience and opinions of the 

interviewees on problems facing BMEs in regeneration with a view to getting 

possible solutions to those problems depending on the perspective through which 

they view the problem. It is understood that since this report does not include the 

results of the questionnaires, the list of barriers will not be conclusive as a major 

method of identifying barriers was going to be by getting the BMEs themselves to 

state what they thought their barriers are. For this reason, the list and solutions 

provided by the professionals will be viewed as been limited until it has been 

complimented by questionnaires. Table 5.7 shows the responses and the references 

made from each. 40 references are made from these focus area and all the 

respondents from the main interviews were asked to comment on the matter.

Tree Node
BME Barring Factors

1
2
3

Personal Factors
Institutional Factors
Joint Factors

No of Sources
11
11 _^
9
9

No of References
40
T>

19
21

Table 5.7: summary of BME barring factors node

The factors preventing BMEs from effective participation is discovered to be varied 

and depends at times on an individual's personal circumstances. Some people's 

reasons for non participation could be due to language barrier while for some 

people, it is just because they don't feel like participating even if it for no reason. 

These barriers are represented graphical in Figure 5.3. The problems were divided 

into three categories based on their form and nature. The personal inhibitors are 

problems that concerned the individuals the most and those which the government 

or other relevant stake holders can not readily affect (at least not on the short run). 

For example, religion, level of a person's education, personal constraints such as 

time, personal incapacitations like disabilities and a person's proposed length of 

stay. Whereas the institutional inhibitors are those barriers that that a BME feels
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because of the failings of the regeneration partners, e.g. lack of information or few 

groups dominating consultations sessions.

The third category of barriers are the ones described as joint inhibitors, these are the 

barriers that emanates from lack of joint working between members of the 

community and regeneration agencies. An example of such is lack of trust and 

confidence or consultation fatigue i.e. too much consultation. Problems like this 

needs joint solution between the government and the members of the community 

because a thing like trust is a mutual feeling.

On the depiction below, a list of barriers and their proposed corresponding drivers 

(solutions) are represented; the arrows show which driver addresses which problem. 

There are barriers that require more than one driver, for example, a constraint like 

time constraint can be addressed by both seeking new ways of involving the 

community and also more effective working with voluntary and community groups.

1. Personal Barriers: as shown on the theoretical framework below, these 

problems affect the way an individual will respond to community 

participation or their willingness to engage with other parts of the 

community. There are some personal problems such as family and work 

commitment which inhibits a person's availability to participate. According 

to RE1, the members of the community are coming from different family 

settings and hence will require different conditions for community 

engagement.

Also for people who are failed asylum seekers or whose visas have expired, 

they will not be willing to participate because they are in the country 

illegally and hence will want to keep a low profile. Another suggestion was 

about a resident's proposed length of stay. RES made a case about some of 

the Eastern Europeans who take something like a gap year to come and live 

in England, such people know that they will not be around for long and so 

they would prefer not to start what they cannot see through. It also emerged 

that some religions and cultures prevents men and women from meeting in 

public places.
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2. Institutional barriers: these are the barriers that the regeneration providers 

and enablers should address more readily as they are problems which 

usually the BMEs feel they can do little about. For example the 'few people 

dominating' meetings, RP2 gave an example of some particular group of 

people who are not regular attendees of meetings with the council but who 

will come to meetings and 'shout every other person down' just to make 

their voices heard. This kind of situation puts people off and it subsequently 

takes time to get this people back on board. Although it can be argued that 

this barrier is only affecting meetings, RP 2 further stressed that so many 

people develop a sense of disinterest from such actions. Lack of information 

and other institutional difficulties were also identified as potential barriers to 

regeneration, funding is a major source of concern for regeneration 

professionals, according to the interviewee RP3, the people feel a sense of 

lack of trust because the regeneration companies keep coming to meet them 

with seemingly good plans and initiatives, but before long, these companies 

are gone without completing the plans mostly because the pot of fund has 

dried up and there is no provisions for variation, then another regeneration 

company comes with fresh initiatives; these discourages the people from 

continuing participation. RES said that 'though the members of the BME 

community prefer to engage with voluntary sector, they are not well aware 

of the type of support available to them through us. And we on the other 

hand do not have the resources to adequately publicise our activities'. It is 

seen that BME voluntary community groups are usually operating on a self 

help basis, the regeneration enablers themselves don't usually understand 

the system in some parts and because of their relative few years of 

operations, they find it difficult to extend their services to all the sectors 

they are registered to cover due to their own lack of funding or adequate 

asset base

3. Joint Barriers: these are two way barriers preventing effective community 

engagement. Lack of trust was identified by RP5 as a problem not just for
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the members of the community but also for the regeneration providers. He 

gave the example of members of the community who participated in a 

consultation to build new blocks of flat with electric cooking hubs in the 

kitchen. When the building was completed, some groups of the community 

(who were not part of the consultation process) rejected the project as they 

claimed that they want gas cookers instead. To make a claim for 

participation in the decision process, the council tried getting members of 

the original consultation process to come and take ownership of the 

decision, but due to pressure, they declined. This was in contrast to the 

literature finding in section 2.4.2; which states that it is expected that 

'programme outputs which have been designed with input from local 

residents are likely to last longer because communities feel ownership of 

them'

The facilitators of enhanced participation also emerged from the interviews. As 

shown in the Figure 5.3, five drivers were identified as potential ways of achieving 

this. In community capacity building, the respondents agreed that the cut in funding 

for social side of regeneration has not helped in getting innovative ways of 

regeneration off the ground. As a result of this, it is advised that if the capacity of 

BMEs in the community or community groups can be established, it will make it 

easier for them to champion regeneration initiatives. This is in line with the 

proposed bottoms up approach of the government through the NDC scheme. In 

situations, like this, it is definite that the barriers of time, culture difference and 

sundry insurmountable organisational bureaucracies will be overcome as the 

members of the community will be the main drivers of the initiative and hence the 

sole ownership will be with them.

'People people' i.e. staff or volunteers who can relate and communicate with 

community residents both in terms of language and culture are scarce and the cut on 

spending is making translator a challenge. It was seen that with the government 

wanting 'hard findings' from regeneration providers, it is increasingly more 

difficult to invest in social regeneration. Organising training for BMEs was also
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given as a driver for participation, here RE2 advised that the regeneration related 

jobs are not often included the trainings provided for BME youths and that this 

prevents them from aspiring for such positions. This is proposed as a possible 

solution to low level of education as a problem and also alleviates the problem of 

'length of stay' because with adequate training and a possibility of jobs, it is likely 

that the resident will want to stay longer.

Consultation should be timely as this is an avenue for trust building. There is a 

difference of opinion on this as an interviewee from Rochdale opined that public 

perception is usually clouded at the inception of large projects, but that often they 

become clearer when the project is completed; however every other interviewee 

supported timely and trust building consultations.

Joint working with local/ voluntary groups, an example of this was given by RP2 as 

follows ''you can tap into community meetings, if for example, I want to know the 

mind of Asian women in this area, what I have to do is attend women welfare 

meeting and that I have often done in the past. Just attending discussion groups, 

asking their opinions, another thing I do is ask them by leaflets. There are a lot 

of pitfalls about that because they are not a community, they are communities 

within a community and so I remember a time we did a post card inviting people 

to a meeting about the new housing, and it was written in English and Punjabi. I 

showed it to one of the members and she said that means all the Bangladeshi 

women will not be attending because it is written in English and Punjabi. And at 

that time I couldn 't get translations because the posters had already gone into 

press. Luckily, I got in contact with the printers the next day and I said take off 

the Punjabi because I can't be bothered with endless translations'

It will be recalled from literature that some barriers to regeneration were identified 

and highlighted. However, additional barriers emerged from interviewing the 

regeneration providers and hence Figure 5.3 was produced as from it. The barriers 

from literature were as follows:

  lack of information or knowledge of the 'system';
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• fear that services may not be sensitive to their specific cultural needs;
• fear of discrimination and racism;

• religious or cultural differences

• fear or inability to communicate/ language

• preference for voluntary, community or other informal support networks
• institutional difficulties such as immigration status
• lack of trust in the system

In addition to the above list, the additional challenges of 'few people dominating' 
and 'visas and right of stay' also was realised to be a problem preventing some 
BMEs from participating in the community. The solutions to these problems were 
sought from the professionals interviewed and the results are categorised in the 
framework in Figure 5.3 below.
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5.5 SUMMARY AND KEY FINDINGS

This chapter introduced the main research proposition which is to develop a 

framework to address and enhance the participation issues of BMEs in community 

regeneration. To achieve this, series of pilot interviews are conducted followed by 

semi structured interviews with 11 relevant stakeholders. This chapter presented the 

main aim findings of the pilot interviews, this findings helped shape the structure of 
the main interviews.

The findings from the main findings are summarised as follows. Engaging with 

members of the community is a very good practice and it has considerable effect on 

the success of regeneration in actual terms. Community cohesion and integration 

has also been discovered to be a necessity for all communities as it affects the sense 

of belonging of the residents in communities. There is a need for interactions and 

integration so that the positive attributes of the different cultures represented in the 

community might be understood and appreciated as proposed in chapter 2.

Regeneration has been seen to mean different thing to different respondent. 

However, there is a consensus on the fact that it touches on very many aspects of 

the residents of a community this is in agreement to the framework finding in 

chapter 3. The community residents are very important stakeholders because 

according to the respondents, the regeneration company will only be around for 

some time, but the community members will be the end users of the regeneration 

product and they are the ones that will be there for longer.

The housing need of BMEs has been observed to be peculiar as BMEs' economic 

situations affects need. From the interviews, it emerged that due to the relatively 

larger family sizes of BMEs, there is a high demand for large family homes in BME 

dominated areas and also BMEs like open door relaxation parks in their 

neighbourhood; this was also attributed to the relative cost of travelling on 

international holidays with a large family, it agrees with the literature finding in 

chapter 3.
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The last of the four themes explored are the factors preventing BMEs from optimal 
participation and how these barriers can be alleviated. Here the barriers were 
subdivided into three main categories and six corresponding drivers of change 
identified. The regeneration providers opined more that funding for social 
regeneration can be a way forward as most of their KPIs are about hard outputs 
where the enablers proposed that there is a need for the government to assist in 
getting more publicity for the voluntary community sector. 'Lack of trust' in the 
system was seen as one of the main reasons why BMEs do not want to participate 
with government regeneration agencies.

At this stage of the research, it will be noted that there are two outstanding themes 
that are yet to be fully explored because of the need for the BME inputs. These 
themes are 'BMEs in regeneration/ BME housing needs' and 'Barriers to BME 
participation' theme. The reason for this is because some of the data needed to 
complete this analysis is locked in the questionnaires; however, the result of the 
questionnaire survey is hence the focus of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 6: QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 

6.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents how the quantitative aspect of this research was conducted. It 

addresses the data collection process, the sample size, responses to the questions 

and where appropriate, makes inferences and conclusions. As recalled from chapter 

4, data and methodological triangulation was proposed for this research for the 

purposes of completeness, contingency and confirmation as suggested by Jack and 

Raturi, (2006). Although the qualitative data for this research has been presented 

and discussed in chapter 4, however due to the challenge in interviewing enough 

BME members of the society to the level of data saturation, questionnaire surveys 

are used to reach these people with a view of giving the research balance and also 

complimenting qualitative research findings.

'Survey' is a research method used for obtaining large amounts of data from a large 

number of people using statistical techniques (Chapman 2005). It usually takes the 

form of self completed questionnaires, which are value free and the results from 

them can be systematically analysed (Barbie 2010). It is not however without its 

own flaws, one of which is low response rates. This problem was adequately 

addressed in the sampling method used in the process and this will be discussed in 

following sections.
In its simplest form, statistics is the science of making effective use of numerical 

data relating to groups of individuals or experiments. There are two branches of 

statistics namely 'descriptive' and 'inferential' (Nadim, 2009). Descriptive statistics 

involves summarizing, tabulating, organizing and graphing data for the purpose of 

describing a sample of individuals that have been measured or observed (NMS, 

2007). No attempt is made to infer the characteristics of individuals or make 

inferences about relationships. Inferential statistics on the other hand takes 

descriptive data further by measuring correlations and relationships in an attempt to 

draw conclusions (Field, 2005). Both methods of statistics are adopted in this 

research; modal, median and average responses are investigated in order to 

ascertain response consensus from participants, and where appropriate, inferences
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are made on the analytic results. The first part of the analysis in this chapter 

presents the descriptive statistics while the latter discusses the inferential. 

The questionnaire used in this research is divided into sections, each section's 

analysis commences with an aim and objective which is usually directly linked with 

either the literature findings or inference from interview data collected, the analysis 

is then conducted (either descriptively or inferentially), the findings are presented 

and then the section closes off by a brief summary. All the sectional findings are 

collated at the end of the chapter to present a succinct and concise chapter 
summary.

6.2 QUANTITATIVE DATA: QUESTIONNAIRES

The use of quantitative data within this research process is to complement the 

interview findings and to give the research more balance by getting some input 

from BMEs. The construct of BME participation in regeneration was reduced into 
28 questions which helped in comparing and complimenting findings from both the 

pilot and main interviews.

It has been noticed at both the literature review and qualitative interviews that 

BMEs are very diverse and so it is considered that it will be very time consuming to 
interview this class of people one a one to one basis, hence the reason why 

questionnaires were used. The target audiences of the questionnaires are people 

who are over the age of 18 years; consider themselves BMEs and are in England for 

reasons other visit or transit. A brief description of the research focus was attached 

to each questionnaire. The questionnaires have satisfied all ethical requirements as 

passed by the University's ethical committee. 250 questionnaires were distributed 

with 203 completed and returned. This level of 80% response rate was achieve as a 

result of the 'snowball' method of distribution used in some cases especially where 

there is an established presence of obviously qualified participants. The 

questionnaires are anonymised, BME congregations are targeted and approached, 

and this helped solve the problem of having to send out surveys blindly. On the
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other hand, in order to prevent cutting out people that doesn't belong to any 

association or congregation, individuals were also target and in many instances, 

those approached had other colleagues or friends that fit into the BME description 

and who could as a result of this help by filling the survey. A copy of the 
questionnaire is attached as appendix 4.

6.3 QUESTIONNAIRE OVERVIEW

The questionnaire is divided into 4 parts as follows:

Part 1- Profile: this introduces the respondent, their age, ethnicity; level of 

education, how long they have been in their community and what generation of 

BME they are in. The aim of this part is to get some background information about 

the respondents, ensure that there is no representation of inappropriate respondents 

e.g. under aged people and to get a wide scope of the ethnicity and educational 

level of the respondents. A simple question about their length of stay within their 
community is included in order to check if truly the length of stay of people affects 

their community participation orientation or to see if their generational presence in 

the country will have an effect on the way they see themselves as members of the 

community. For example, if third generation BMEs would be more involved in 

regeneration than first generation BMEs or vice versa.

Part 2- Community Participation: this looks into how the respondent thinks of the 

current regeneration in their area, the level and source of information, what they are 

interested in and what level of impact they think they have on the process of 

regeneration. This part sets out to see if membership of community associations can 

help in facilitating interests in community activities, its main aim is to investigate 

the perception of the respondents to regeneration activities, to see what the 

respondents think of the level of information available to them and also to see what 

kinds of activities they are generally interested in and also to examine their 

opinions on the efforts by regeneration agencies to engage with members of the 

community. The concept of community as an aspect of group life in this research
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stems from Holdsworth and Hartman's (2009) description of a community as "a 
group of people who live in a local area and who therefore have certain interests 
and problems in common."

Part 3- Barriers to Community Participation: asks questions about if the 
participants in the survey have been involved at any time in the past, what barriers 
did they face in the process of participation and engagement in regeneration and 
what they have done about this barrier e.g. have they given feedbacks to the 
relevant agencies to alert them of this problem. There is an opportunity for the 
respondents to rank the barriers facing them in regeneration in this section. The 
barrier-question is systematically subdivided into two. The first asks about any 
institutional barriers facing them and the second question is about any personal or 
individual barriers they think is militating against them. These questions are then 
correlated with the respondent's other attributes in order to ascertain what factors 
contributes to this barring factors.

Part 4-Housing Needs: this part sets out to identify what the needs of BMEs are in 
terms of housing requirements in regeneration, both within the household and in the 
wider community.

As mentioned in section 5.7, Figure 6.1 shows the questionnaire format and how 
the focus question has been positioned in line with the associated questions in the 
questionnaire in an attempt to capture the required information from it.
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FOCUS REQUIRE ASSOCIATED 
QUESTION INFORMATION QUESTION

• Identify any problems and 
barriers

• Identify reasons for lack of QUESTIONS C1-C7 
Research focus 1: what are continuous participation 
the barriers preventing 
BMEs from participating in 
regeneration? • Community interests in

regeneration QUESTIONS B1, 3-5,
• Community interests 11-12, C9, D1-2 

Research focus 2: what are within the community 
the housing and community 
needs of BME?

• Perception of regeneration 
providers

• Access to information and QUESTIONS B3, 5-10 
consultation

Figure 6.1: questionnaire format and plan of investigation

6.4 RELIABILITY TEST

The purpose of a reliability test for this questionnaire as suggested by Sushil (2010) 

will be to determine its consistence and ability to measure a construct. 

Questionnaires are often used to measure constructs such as happiness, health, 

participation etc. According to Hilton et al (2004), a questionnaire should be 

consistent in measuring any construct it is designed for; that is reliability. Joppe 

(2000) in Golafshani (2003) defines reliability as "the extent to which results are 

consistent over time" it also measures the degree to which a result accurately 

represents the total population under study. A quantitative researcher attempts to 

fragment and delimit phenomena into measurable or common categories that can be 

applied to all of the subjects or wider and similar situations, it also involves the 

"use of standardized measures so that the varying perspectives and experiences of 

people can be fit into a limited number of predetermined response categories to 

which number are assigned". There are a number of ways to determine the 

reliability of a test. According to Burns (2000) these include:

• Test-rest method
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• Alternate forms method

• Split half method

• Internal constituency method

Cronbach's alpha is one of the most important ways of measuring reliability (Yu, 

2005). It is an internal consistency method which examines the number of questions 

on a questionnaire and the average inter-item correlation. The result ranges between 

0 for completely unreliable tests and 1 for completely reliable tests (Hilton et al 

2004). The generally acceptable range of Cronbach's alpha is between 0.7 and 0.8. 

SPSS is used for the computation of the Cronbach's alpha for the questionnaire and 

the result is as shown on Table 6.1 and Figure 6.2

Cronbach's 
Alpha
.735

Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items
.741

N of Items
96

Table 6.1: Reliability Statistics

^Jvw £*ta Iri*

8-25 A an or
S-25
8-25 M ddl
8-25 Black or Black Bntish- 

26-35 "White- British 
36-45 White- British

46-55 Other Black Backsround 
46-55 "White- British

Figure 6.2: screen shot of reliability test from SPSS

Table 6.1 above shows the Cronbach's as 0.735 which shows the reliability of the 

questionnaire used. This implies that the results obtained from the analysis of this 

questionnaire are trustworthy, repeatable, dependable and reliable to an acceptable 

extent.
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6.5 QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS

6.5.1 Respondents Profile
This section describes the sample space and the general profile of the respondents. 

The aim of this section is to explore the response sample in relation to their ages, 

ethnicity; length of stay, generation and level of education. Apart from the general 

description of the respondents, the objectives of this section will also be to

• Find out if there is a particular age bracket that participate more than the 

others

• To investigate how respondents described themselves in terms of ethnicity. 

Table 6.2 summarizes the responses in relation to the profile questions asked. All 

respondents stated their age range and ethnicity, three people declined stating their 

ethnicity; two people declined stating their level of education while just one person 

did declined stating their length of stay in their current community.

Statistics

Valid
Missing

Age
203
0

Ethnicity
203
0

Generation
200
3

Level of Education
201
2

Length of Stay
202
1

Table 6.2: General profile of respondents

A. Respondent's Age Distribution

As part of the profiling process of the respondents, their ages were asked in order to 

ascertain that there were no 'under 18s' in the sample and also to investigate if 

there was an age implication on participation. Both Table 6.3 and Figure 6.3 show 

the age range of the respondents. It reveals that most of the respondents were within 

the 26-35 age range making 37.4% of all the 203 respondents, the least response 

age category were the over 55s. With even the age range '46-55' added to the above 

55' range, they still amount to only 10.9% of the total response.
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Valid 18-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
Above 

55
Total

Frequency
63
76
42
17
5

203

Percent
31.0
37.4
20.7
8.4
2.5

100.0

Valid Percent
31.0
37.4
20.7
8.4
2.5

100.0
Table 6.3: Respondent's Age Distribution

80

60

40

20

18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 Above
55

Figure 6.3: Respondents Age

B. Ethnicity

As recalled from chapter 3, BMEs in the UK are of diverse ethnicities. The 
ethnicities of the respondents were considered in order to investigate the 
assumptions that cultural background and ethnicities affect participation as some of 
the interviews suggested. Table 6.4 shows the ethnicity categorization of the 
respondents to the survey; the classification adopted was based on the equal 
opportunities act of 1995. The table shows the various ethnicities represented in the 
survey, their corresponding frequencies and percentages.

Ethnicity
Valid Missing

Asian or Asian British-Indian
Other Black Background
White- British
White- Irish
Other White Background
Mixed- White and Black African
Mixed- White and Asian
Other Mixed Background
Other Ethnic Background
Asian or Asian British- Pakistani
Asian or Asian British- Bangladeshi
Middle Eastern

Frequency
3
13
7
17
2
9
11
3
1
6
15
6
9

Percent
1.5
6.4
3.4
8.4
1.0
4.4
5.4
1.5
.5
3.0
7.4
3.0
4.4

135



Chinese/Other Ethnic Background
Other Asian Background
Mixed- White and Black Caribbean
Black or black British- Caribbean
Black or Black British- African
Total

11

12
10
9
59
203

5.4
5.9
4.9
4.4
29.1
100.0

Table 6.4: Respondents' ethnicity classification

It shows that one of the respondents did not fit into any of the stated ethnicities 

hence they chose 'Other Mixed Background. It was also revealed by the table above 

that the majority if the respondents were people of 'Black or Black British' 

ethnicity. However a closer look at the table shows the fragmented nature of the 

Asian category, hence clustering the ethnicities into three broad categories of 

'Asian Background', African Background' and 'White and Other Background', the 

distribution will appear as shown on Figure 6.4. Asian background included Mixed- 

White and Asian, Asian or Asian British-Indian, Asian or Asian British- Pakistani, 

Asian or Asian British- Bangladeshi and Other Asian Background while African 

background are those categorized originally under Other Black Background, Black 

or black British- Caribbean , Black or Black British- African; whilst the rest were 

placed under the White and other background. These responses are further analysed 

in following sections where correlations will be made between one's ethnicity and 

regeneration interest and participation.

28.6

Summary Ethnicity

33.5

22.7

Asian African White and Other 
Background Background Backgrounds

Figure 6.4: Summary ethnicity of respondents
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c. Level of Education

Question A4 in the questionnaire asked about the level of education of the 
respondents. This is to investigate the literature findings which suggested that the 
level of education of members of the community affects regeneration interests and 

how people respond to participation initiatives in a positive way. Table 6.5 
describes the levels of education of the respondents to the survey. All the 203 

respondents answered the question with the majority of the people having 
university education and above at 68%. This included those that already had a 

degree or those currently studying for one. This aspect of the respondents profile 
will be carefully studied later to ascertain any relationships between level of 

education and the aspects of regeneration which an individual is more likely to be 
interested or engaged in.

Valid Primary
Secondary
University and above
Total

Frequency
2

62
139
203

Percent
1.0

30.5
68.5

100.0
Table 7.5: Respondent's Level of Education

D. Length of Stay and Family Generation

The questionnaire asked about each respondent's length of stay within their current 
communities as well as how many generations of their family has been in the UK. 
First generation referred to people who migrated to the country themselves as an 
adult, the second generation were those that were born here while the third 
generation were those whose parents were born in the UK. The purpose of this 

question was to find out if people whose family has been around for longer are 
more inclined to see community regeneration as their duty than others or if the 

length of stay of an individual in a community influences how they see themselves 

within the community. The results of the respondent's length of stay was later cross 
tabulated with other results such as 'sense of belonging', 'belonging to associations 

within the community', and 'influence on regeneration'. It also wanted to see how 

those who have stayed longer will see regeneration as a whole and to see if they
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will think they are being carried well along by the regeneration providers. Table 6.6 

show the SPSS case processing of the cross tabulation of length of stay of the 

respondents and their family generation. It is seen that there were 157 responses to 

the question with 46 missing. There were only seven (7) respondents from the 3rd 

generation, this could be as a result of the relative ages of these people as the lowest 

age for responding to this questionnaire was set at 18 years of age.

Generation * Length of Stay Crosstabulation

1st generation
2nd generation
3rd generation
Total

Length of Stay
0-12 Months
17
3
1
21

1-3 Years
37
11
2
50

Over 3 years
60
22
4
86

Total

114
36
7
157

Table 6.6: length of stay and generation

This section has presented and described the sample size of the respondents to this 

questionnaire survey. Their ages, ethnicity and other basic profile information were 

presented and it shows that all the respondents are suitable. The analysis of this 

section was descriptive in nature as it only expresses the basic details of the 

respondents. It was seen from the ethnicity question that some respondents don't 

feel like their ethnicity has been catered for in the 'ethnicity and diversity' 

commission list. These were the people who ticked 'other background'. Also, a 

simple cross tabulation conducted shows that majority of the respondents have been 

in their community for more than three years and are first generation BMEs in 

England. 68.5% of the BMEs surveyed had a university degree and 37% were 

between the ages 26-35.

138



6.5.2 Respondents' Influence on Regeneration

This section describes the respondent's opinion and feelings about the regeneration 

activities in their area. The objectives of this section among others is to

• Survey the level of information available to the respondents

• Investigate the opinions of the respondents in relation to community 

regeneration in their communities

• Explore the regeneration interests of the respondents

The respondents feeling about themselves as a member of the community will be 

asked in order to see how they see themselves in the community e.g., 'do you 

consider yourself a part of your community', 'are you aware of regeneration plans 

or activities in your community' etc. Questions about their opinion on the current 

regeneration will be analysed to see how members of the community feels about the 

goings on in their community. These questions will be cross tabulated with the 

profile in order to answer some of the questions raised in section 1; the purpose of 

this will be to see if there is a peculiar profile for prospective participants in 

community regeneration.

A. Association within the Community

As noted in section 5.6.1 of interview analysis, belonging to a community group 

can aid cohesion and integration. The 'connected communities' report by Rowson 

et al (2010) concluded that social isolation, unemployment and anti-social 

behaviour can all be more effectively tackled through the use of social network 

analysis. This suggestion informed the opening question of section 2 in the 

questionnaire and below is the frequency analysis of the responses. The 'N' 

represents the number; valid shows the number of the people that answered the 

question and missing shows the people that declined answering the question. From 

Table 6.7a, it shows that overall, two people declined the question. Table 6.7a 

shows that 40% of the respondents said they belonged to an association within the 

community with about 60% answering 'No'.
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Length of stay within a community is a factor identified from literature as a 

possible reason why people belong to associations, for this reason, the profile 

question on length of stay will be cross tabulated with 'association within 

community' result to see if there is a link between the time spent in an area and 

membership of community or voluntary groups and the results are shown in Table 
6.7b.

Valid

Missing

Yes
No
Total
System

Total

Frequenc
y
81
120
201
2
203

Percent

39.9
59.1
99.0
1.0
100.0

Table 6.1 a: Association within Community

Length of Stay 0-12 months
1-3 years
Over 3 years

Total

Community Association
Yes
10
25
45
80

No
17
33
70
120

Total
27
58
115
200

Table 6.7b: Length of Stay* Association within the community

Figure 6.5 show that the length of stay does not directly affect the membership of 

associations within the community. It is seen from the result that the members of 

the community who have been around for 1-3 years had the highest proportion of 

membership of association, the second was people within the over 3 years range 

while the lowest was the 0-12 category.
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0-12 months 1-3 years over 3 years

Figure 6.5: Length of Stay * Association within Community Crosstabulation

B. Sense of Belonging

The aim of this question is to investigate the how people feel regarding their sense 

of belonging or community membership to their community. The results are 

presented below in Table 6.8a and 6.8b. Table 6.8a shows the frequency of 

responses obtained from the questionnaire. It shows that 69% of the respondents 

considered themselves a part of their community, however, to see how the duration 

of their stay has affected this decision, the author did a cross tabulation on the 

length of stay and 'do you consider yourself a part of your community' results and 

the outcome is shown in Table 6.8b. Table 6.8b show the results of the cross 

tabulation between the respondent's length of stay and their consideration of 

themselves as part of the society

Yes
No

Total

Frequency
140
55
195

Percent
69.0
27.1
96.1

Table 6.8a: Respondents' consideration of themselves as members of the community
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Length of Stay 0-12 months
1-3 years

Over 3 years
Total

Do you consider yourself part 
of the community?

Yes
17

33

89
139

No
7

23

25
55

Total
24

56

114
194

Table 6.8b: Do you consider yourself part of the community * length of stay

C. Settlement within the Community:

This section looks at the responses in terms of how the respondents feel settled in 

their community. It was seen that residents between the 1-3 years range had the 

lowest proportion of people who doesn't feel settled in their community. It also 

appeared that more the people who have been in their local community for 1-3 

years said that they don't feel settled in the community as the figure was 65% for 

them as against 76 and 88% for those in the 0-12 months and over 3 years durations 

respectively.

Valid

Missing

Yes
No
Total
System

Total

Frequency
156
40
196
7
203

Percent
76.8
19.7
96.6
3.4
100.0

Table 6.9: Do you feel settled in your community

0-12 months 1-3 years no
12%

over 3 years

Figure 6.6: settlement within community* length of stay
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D- Awareness of Regeneration Activities
The level of information or awareness of the members of the community is very 
crucial to community participation, as noted from literature; 'information' is the 
lowest level of participation. To ascertain the level of information of the 
respondents, question B5 of the survey asked about awareness of regeneration plans 
or ongoing activities. The results are presented in Table 6.10. It shows that only 
38.9% of respondents are aware of any regeneration activities in their community

Valid Yes
No
Total

Frequency
79
119
198

Percent
38.9
58.6
97.5

Table 6.10: Awareness of regeneration plans

In order to investigate the approach through which the plans of regeneration are 
communicated to the members of the public, the questionnaire asked the 
respondents that said they are aware of regeneration activities how they got to know 

about it. The results are shown on Figure 6.7.

Not surprising is the fact that 'discussions within community groups' had low 
responses, this further support the earlier finding about membership of community 

groups being low as discussed in section 5.5.2.a.

Information Source

a Bill board

B Word of Mouth

U Ward Councillor

H Voluntary Group

U Community Rep

y TV/ Radio

LI Discussion within Group

U Other

Figure 6.8: Information Source
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E- Influence on Regeneration

Community members' influence on regeneration and other community activities is 
reviewed in this section in line with the research questions of this thesis. Public 

engagement according to Burton (2003) and Burgess et al (2001) in the literature 
review (section 2.4.1) was suggested as having lots of benefit to the implementation 
and success of community regeneration. Skidmore et al. (2006) in JRF (2009) 
identified three principal potential benefits as it leads to better and more responsive 
services, it tackles people's disengagement from politics and the democratic 
process and it builds social capital. These assertions are now explored by asking the 
respondents if they think they have any influence on regeneration and what level of 
influence they think they have. The responses are categorized into 'no influence 
whatsoever', 'very little' and 'considerable'. The results are shown in Table 6.11. It 
is seen from the table that only 14.8% of the sample said they had considerable 
influence on regeneration with 43.3% identifying with 'very little' as the best 
description for their influence on regeneration. This led to the next analysis which 
based on comparing the respondents length of stay in their communities with the 
influence they think they have on regeneration. The results are discussed in section 

5.6.5.

Valid No influence whatsoever
Very little
Considerable
Total

Frequency
79
88
30
197

Percent
38.9
43.3
14.8
97.0

Table 6.11: Influence on Regeneration

F. Length of Stay and Influence on Regeneration

Length of stay was however thought to be a reason for the respondents' feeling on 
influence on regeneration. To this light, this section presents the result of the cross 
tabulation which explores the relationship between what influence community 
members think they have on regeneration in relation to their lengths of stay within 

their community. The survey shows that 79 of the 196 respondents to question B12 
(i.e. what influence do you think you have on regeneration plans within your
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community?) believes that they don't have any influence whatsoever, 88 people 

think they have very little influence while only 29 agree that they have considerable 

influence on the plans. But to see if the length of stay within this communities is a 

factor that influence this decision frequentially, it can be seen that 44 of the 116 

respondents who have been in their community for over 3 years i.e. 38% think they 

have no influence at all, this figure is 46% for people who have been there for 1-3 

years while it is 40% for people who have only been there for about 1 year. 16% of 

the people who have bein in their community between 1-3 years actually appeared 

to be the ones with the highest tendency to see themselves as having considerable 

influence on regeneration as shown on Table 6.12 and Figure 6.9.

Length 
of Stay

0-12 months
1-3 years
over 3 years

Total

Influence on Regeneration
No influence 
whatsoever
10
25
44
79

Very little

12
21
55
88

Considerable

3
9
17
29

Total
25
55
116
196

Table 6.12: Crosstabulation of Influence on regeneration*length of stay

Over 3 years

Length of Stay and Influence on Regeneration

0-12 months 1-3 years

No influeiicewhatsoever »very little Consider?

Figure 6.9: Length of stay vs. regeneration influence

145



G- Regeneration Interests

There are many aspects of regeneration (Roberts and Sykes, 2000) and it touches on 
almost every part of lives as members of the community (sections 2.3 and 5.6.2). 
The rationale behind this analysis is to explore what types of activities interest 
people most and what activities are the respondents least likely to want to 
participate in. Also a comparison is made between the profile of the respondents 
and the aspect of regeneration they are interested in.

Table 6.13 shows the results of the interests of the respondents in terms of 
regeneration focus. It shows that 105 people (51.7%) agreed that will be more 
interested in matters of economic nature and only 12 (5.9%) people said they will 
want to be interested in other aspects of regeneration other than the ones proposed 
in the questionnaire. Asides the 'other' category (e.g. religious/ spiritual, speciality 
sports etc), the least ticked aspect of regeneration was 'health'. Only 49 (24.1%) 
people ticked this as an aspect of interest to them where as 'physical' and 'social' 
aspects of regeneration were close in the results at 84 and 86 ticks respectively.

Regeneration 
focus
Physical
Economic
Social
Health
Educational
Other

Yes (Ticked)

84
105
86
49
75
12

Percent

41.1
51.7
42.4
24.1
36.9
5.9

No (Not ticked)

117
96
115
152
126
189

Percent

57.6
47.3
56.7
74.9
62.1
94.0

Table 6.13: Regeneration Interest

It is expected that the regeneration interests of community residents will be affected 
by their levels of education going by the evidence from literature which suggested 
that the level of education is usually a function of social acceptance and 
participation. This research compares the level of education with aspect of 
regeneration. Because of the low level of responses from people with only primary 
education, this category is merged with secondary level education.
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Figure 6.10 shows that the greatest interest of respondents with university education 

and above appeared to be in economic activities. This is in line with the previous 

result on Table 6.14 which shows that economic activities had the highest number 

of responses, however, health and physical aspects of regeneration now appears to 

be of highest interest to people with secondary education.

80
60
40
20
0

51 54

24 30 31

Educational Health Physical Economic Social

B Secondary and Above U University and Above

Figure 6.10: comparison of level of education and regeneration interest

This section has achieved its aim and objective. In reviewing the influence of 

community members on regeneration, it has been seen that there is a low level of 

BME awareness of community regeneration initiatives which corroborates literature 

by agreeing that BMEs are still on a very low level of participation and this in turn 

affects their 'sense of belonging' as only 14% of respondents feel like they have 

any influence on regeneration matters in their community. The next section 

however investigates the reason for this lack of participation.

6.5.3 Community Participation Barriers

I Discontinuity in Community Participation

There have been many reasons why people don't participate in their communities, 

according to Burton (2000); simple lack of interest can deter a person from 

engaging with community activities. Dekker (2007) however stated that for those 

who are informed but unwilling to participate, there is very little that can be done to 

engage them. RP2 and RES both agreed that some people participate because they 

feel that the current regeneration activities going on are of immediate interest to
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them because of what they stand to gain from the process; for such participants as 
this, once the activities are over, they cease to participate. With the awareness that 
some people participate for some time and then cease, this survey asked 
respondents if they have participated in the past and if they have stopped 
participating, why did they do so.

The barrier questions in the section are in two parts. Part one is specifically about 
those that were participating initially but had to stop, part two is for anyone, either 
past participants or not. For those who have been involved in the past, the survey 
asked 'have you been involved in the past' and the results are as shown in Table 
6.14.

Valid

Missing

Yes
No
Total
System

Total

Frequency
55
139
194
9
203

Percent
27.1
68.5
95.6
4.4
100.0

Table 6.14: Past involvement

Only 27.1% of the total respondents stated that they have previously been part of 
community activities, 68.5% said 'no' and 4.4% of the results are missing due to no 
response. Within this response, the survey further asked if the respondent was still 
participating. The results are shown in Table 6.15. Table shows the current 
participation state of the 55 responses that said they were participating previously. 
Here, only 24 of the 55 are still participating with 31 respondents saying they no 
longer participate.

Valid

Missing

yes
no
Total
System

Total

Frequency
24
31
55
146
203

Percent
11.8
15.2
27
73
100.0

Table 6.15: Are you still involved
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The descriptive statistics of the reasons given for discontinuity in participation is 

presented in Table 6.16. It shows that 43 people made a choice on the option on 

'disinterest in regeneration activities', while 36 filled the option of 'too much 
consultation'

Reason for discontinuity

Disinterest in regen 
activities
Language barrier
Too much consultation
Other institutional barriers
Planned length of stay
Lack of trust

N

43

38
36
38
39
40

Mean

2.9535

2.2632
3.3056
3.3158
3.4359
2.9000

Std. 
Deviation

1.25268

1.08264
1.36945
1.27566
1.37257
1.23621

Minimum

1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Maximum

5.00

4.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00

Table 6.16: Descriptive Statistics of reasons for discontinuity in participation

A quick summary of the average reasons for lack of discontinuity in regeneration 

activities is given in the Figure 6.11 below. It shows that on average, transience is 

the highest ticked reason for discontinuity in regeneration participation and 

language barrier is the least chosen reason.
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Figure 6.11: Average score for 'reasons for discontinuity in participation'
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11 Reasons for Lack of Participation

In order to know what then the barriers are preventing BMEs from participating, 

question C6 in the questionnaire directly asks the question. C7 gave general 

problems as emerged from section 2.4.4 of literature which may prevent 

participation. Respondents were asked to rank this problem on a scale of 1-5, with 1 

being 'very unimportant' and 5 'very important'. Table 6.17 shows the distribution 

of the responses, in order to simplify the result. Table 6.17 merged the result of 

'important/very important' into one sect and tagged it 'important' and same was 

done for very 'unimportant/ unimportant'. In grouping the responses, Figure 6.12 

shows the barriers which were mostly ranked unimportant against those that were 

ranked very important/important, while Figure 6.13 shows the barriers that were 

ranked as neutral. Work commitment and family commitment came up to be the 

most important reason for non participation with 55 and 60 ticks respectively. 

"Language barrier' was the most rated as 'unimportant'.

Reason

Crime
Immigration status
Family commitment
Lack of opportunity
Disinterest
Social acceptance
Cultural background
Racism
education
language
unawareness
work commitment
lack of trust in the system

Very 
Important/ 
Important
30
22
55
43
25
28
33
19
27
19
45
60
28

Neutral

22
22
32
41
52
25
27
32
23
19
40
28
38

Very 
Unimportant/ 
Unimportant
77
88
42
41
53
75
79
71
81
93
42
43
64

Table 6.17: Reasons for non participation
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% Response for non participation
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Figure 7.12: % Response to 'Important/unimportant' reasons for non participation

Disinterest in the area of regeneration emerged to be the highest rated 'neutral" 
reason for non participation as shown on Figure 6.13

% Response BN(?utra|
13 13

10
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Figure 6.13: 'Neutral' reason for non participation

The averaue response scores to the 'reason for non participation' are shown in 
Fitzure 6.14 below.
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In line with the aim of this section which is to investigate the barriers preventing 
BMEs from participating, it came out of the descriptive statistics that the most 
important reasons were 'work and family commitment'. It is also revealed that 
'language' and 'racism' is not an important problem according to the respondents.

6.5.4 Housing and Community Needs
This section identifies the housing and community needs of the respondents. It is in 
two parts, the first part discussed the needs of the people in relation to the 
community as a whole, and the needs are categorized under five issues for effective 
data handling. The categories are 'quality', 'access and proximity', 'safety', 'cost/ 
design' and 'community'. The second part discusses the problems relating to the 
respondents house as a unit. This part is also categorized under two issues which 
will be discussed in following sections.

1 Quality Issue
This category relates to factors that the respondents feel are required in order to 
make their community better. The question asked was based on their opinion on 
what makes a community good to live. The quality issues here are such factors as 
the quality of environment, quality of housing and quality of local facilities. The 
responses were analysed by the frequency of tick to see which factor is chosen by 
most respondents. The result is presented in the pie chart in Figure 6.15. The 
quality of the neighbourhood and environment emerged to be the reason with the 
most number of ticks under this category as what makes a good neighbourhood, it 
also shows that the quality of shops was not seen as such a major factor when a 
good neighbourhood is discussed.
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Quality Issues

Quality of shops/
local facilities

29%
Quality of

neighbourhood
39%

Figure 6.15: Quality issues in BME housing need

2 Access and Proximity
Access and proximity are the issues relating to ease of movement, transportation 
within the neighbourhood, proximity to amenities is also placed under this 
category. The result of the analysis from this section is shown in Figure 6.16. It 
shows that the modal factor for a good neighbourhood from the respondents was 
access around the neighbourhood and closeness to place of worship. Access to 
countryside was the least ticked factor. The average of ticks for access and 
proximity issues is 68 as compared to the 125 of'quality issues'. It would also be 
recalled from section 5.5.2 that 'economic', 'social' and 'physical' aspects were the 
most popular types of regeneration respondents said they will want to participate in. 
this agrees with this finding as access around neighbourhood, closeness to 
employment and closeness to place of worship are all rated highly as one of the 
indicators of a good neighbourhood.
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Access and Proximity

Figure 6.16: Access and Proximity issues in BME housing need

y Access around neighbourhood 

H Accessibility into/ around home 

u Closeness to relatives 

B Closeness to place of worship

U Closeness to community/cultural
facilities 

U Close to employment

U Close to open space or parks 

U Access to countryside

3 Safety

The next factor considered is the safety issue of community; here the 2 aspects are 

'safety in the home" and 'safety in the community or neighbourhood". The results 

are close; 138 people chose 'security in homes' while 130 people regarded 'safety 

of neighbourhood' as a factor due for consideration. Figure 6.17 shows the result.

Safety Issues

B Security in homes

U Safety of neighbourhood

Figure 6.17: Safety issues in B1V1E housing need
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4 Design and Cost

This related to design and cost of the building. It involves factors such as design of 

the house, cost of heating the property etc. the survey result shown in Table 6.16 

shows that the cost of the house is the most frequently chosen reason for 

consideration and the least is the design. The second most popular reason is the size 

of the house. This might be as a result of relative family sizes of BMEs being 

bigger than national averages and also because of the socio-economic situation of 

BMEs. This result corroborates the interview data which inferred that BMEs are 

most concerned about affordability of housing in an area and other regeneration 

initiatives are seen as luxury.

Designand cost

H Cost of heating home 

H Cost of housing 

U Design of house 

H Size of home

Figure 6.18: Design and cost issues in BME housing need

5 Community

Community issues are used in this research to refer to matters relating to awareness 

of the community, knowledge of the area, any history of the place etc. Table 6.19 

showed that 78 people think this is a factor to consider while 125 people wouldn't 

choose this as an important factor.

Community Issue

H Ticked H Notticked125
78

Ticked Not ticked

Figure 6.I 1): Community issues in BME housing need



This section has discussed and presented the descriptive statistics of the 

questionnaire without making any conclusions on the findings. It has been seen that 

there are many barriers preventing BMEs from participation and also that there are 
some basic needs which the members of the BME community desire. The next 

section elucidates the relationships between the responses of the survey to see what 
factors contribute to them.

6.6 RESPONSE INTERDEPENDENCE

This section investigates whether certain responses given by the respondents are 

dependent on other factors or if the responses were given at random and hence a 
product of chance rather than chance. The Chi Squared and ANOVA sections 
investigate the responses to the survey in order to determine if the responses were 
products of the respondent's choices or if they were due to chance. To ascertain 
this, a non parametric chi squared test is conducted. The null hypothesis is that the 
responses were given at random and the confidence level is set at 95%. For 
significance levels below <0.05, the null hypothesis is rejected as this implies that 
the results are valid and not at random.

This section of the analysis focuses on the contributory factors which facilitates the 
responses. The respondents profile is tested against the responses to see if it had a 
direct influence on the response. For each of the subsections, the significance of the 

tested parameters are ascertained and then their dependence in relation to the 
respondents profile information is explored with the use of a non parametric test 
called Kruskal Wallis ANOVA. Here the respondents profile is used as the 

independent variable and the responses analysed are used as the dependent variable. 
Subsequently, correlations between responses are established using Pearson's 

correlation coefficient and a summary of the results are presented.
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6.6.1 Community Influence on Regeneration

This section reviews the respondents' influence on regeneration, regeneration 

interests, participation in regeneration activities and reasons for lack of 

participation. Table 6.18 shows community influence on regeneration, it reveals 

that the responses were not given a random and the respondents had preferences 

when they were filling the survey because all the tested parameters had significance 
levels higher than 0.05.

Tested Parameters

Belonging to community association

Consideration of oneself as part of the community

Settlement within community

Awareness of community regeneration

Communication of regeneration

Level of information

Perception of level of participation

Chi Square

7.567

37.051

68.653

8.081

13.107

9.094

11.194

Significance
0.006

0.000

0.000

0.004

0.001

0.011

0.004

Table 6.18: Chi squared analysis for section B in questionnaire

These parameters in Table 6.18 are tested against the basic profiles of the 

respondents to ascertain if the response given above was dependent on their profile. 

To achieve this, the T test ANOVA test is conducted. The profiles of the 

respondents are used as the independent variable and the section B parameters as 

above are used as the dependent variables. Table 6.19 shows that respondent's 

answers are independent of their profile or background in most cases; however 

there were some cases of dependence. It shows that awareness of regeneration 

plans' is dependent on ages of the respondents, their state of'settlement within the 

community' and 'perception of level of participation' is also dependent on their 

level of education and finally, 'consideration of oneself as part of the community' 

and 'settlement within the community' is dependent on length of stay in the 

community.
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Belonging to community 
association
Consideration of oneself 
as part of the community
Settlement within 
community
Awareness of community 
regeneration
Communication of 
regeneration
Level of information
Perception of level of 
participation

Profile
Age
0.629

0.701

0.473

0.032

0.356

0.76
0.433

Generation
0.753

0.767

0.333

0.483

0.357

0.414
0.094

Level of education
0.511

0.143

0.056

0.886

0.719

0.288
0.045

Length of stay
0.616

0.009

0.000

0.066

0.075

0.167
0.709

Table 6.19: Kruskal Wallis ANOVA of dependence on profile

6.6.2 Regeneration Interest

The type of regeneration activities the respondents are mostly interest in is explored 

in the questionnaire. To test the null hypothesis that the scores are given at random, 

Table 6.20 shows the chi squared (x2) test and significance. For x2 <0.05, the null 

hypothesis is true for all the tested parameters except 'Economic' activities which 

implied that this scores were given at random. This parameter is hence ignored 

before conducting the ANOVA test with the profile.

Tested Parameters
Physical Activities
Economic Activities
Social Activities
Health Activities
Education Activities
Other Activities

Chi squared
5.418
0.503
4.184
52.781
12.940
1.559

Significance
0.020
0.526
0.041
0.000
0.000
0.000

Table 6.20: Chi squared analysis for question Bll in questionnaire

Conducting the Kruskal Wallis ANOVA to determine the interdependence of the 

profile and the types of activities preferred by the respondents, the results on Table 

6.21 emerged. From Table 6.21, it is seen that the preference of the respondents for 

social and health related activities was dependent on their ages and preference for 

'other' activities such as religious/ spiritual activities or other forms of community 

sensitization was dependent on their 'level of education'.
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Respondents Profile

Age
Generation
Level of education
Length of stay

Physical 
Activities

0.348
0.458
0.496
0.070

Social 
Activities

0.052
0.441
0.981
0.264

Health 
related 
Activities
0.017
0.458
0.490
0.356

Education 
Activities

0.158
0.060
0.904
0.730

Other 
Activities

0.812
0.706
0.010
0.793

Table 6.21: Kruskal Wallis ANOVA of dependence of regeneration interest on Profile

6.6.3 Participation in Regeneration Activities
Question C5 in the questionnaire explores the actual nature of activities the 

respondents would have preferred if they were to participate. Some examples were 

provided as shown below with an option of adding any specific type of activities to 

the list. All the types of activities tested are significant as shown on Table 6.22.

Tested Parameters
Group Activities Organising
Attending Meetings
Pasting Flyers
Street Campaigns
Using Personal Skills where required
Other

Chi Squared
14.901
6.744
92.480
98.000
14.580
117.633

Significance
0.000
0.009
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Table 6.22: Chi squared analysis participation in regeneration activities

Kruskal Wallis ANOVA Table 6.23 shows that the responses of the participants in 

relation to the community activities they will be interested in, is dependent in some 

cases on their profile. It was seen that 'attending meetings' is dependent on age; 

also there is strong dependence of respondents wanting to render their personal 

skills and knowledge where necessary on 'level of education'. Organising group 

activities is also discovered to be dependent on 'level of education' and 'length of 

stay'.
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Profile

Age
Generation
Level of 
education
Length of 
stay

Group 
Activities 
Organising
0.229
0.506
0.035

0.035

Attending 
Meetings

0.000
0.316
0.325

0.096

Pasting 
Flyers

0.581
0.471
0.144

0.152

Street 
Campaign

0.480
0.379
0.156

0.148

Using 
Personal 
Skills
0.171
0.135
0.001

0.720

Other

0.827
0.370
0.168

0.781

Table 6.23: Kruskal Wallis ANOVA of dependence of'participation preference' on Profile

Table 6.24 shows the response frequency to the question of what type of activities 

the respondents preferred and their level of education. It shows that 61 people with 

university degree or higher said they will like to use their personal skill whilst 

engaging with the community while 15 respondents without university degree 

preferred to organizing activities as their way of community participation.

Level of 
Education

Below University
Degree or Above

Using Skills (YES)

11
61

Organising Activities 
(YES)
15
59

Table 7.24: frequency of education and activities preferred

6.6.4 Reason for Discontinuity in Participation
For the respondents who said they were previously participating but had to stop, 

question C4 in the questionnaire asked why they ceased participation. Table 6.25 

shows the chi squared result of the reasons chosen by the respondents. It is revealed 

that 'disinterest' and 'too much consultation' were non-significant reasons.

Tested Parameters
Disinterest in regeneration activities
Language barrier
Too much consultation
Other
Planned length of stay
Lack of trust

Chi Squared
8.977
12.947
7.056
15.158
14.205
20.500

Significance
0.062
0.005
0.133
0.004
0.007
0.000

Table 6.25: Chi squared analysis for reason for stopping participation

The Kruskal Wallis ANOVA Table 6.26 shows that the "planned length of stay' as 

a reason for discontinuity in participation was dependent on the respondents' age
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while both lack of trust and 'other' reasons e.g. personal differences with some 

members of the community were dependent on level of education.

Respondents 
Profile
Age
Generation
Level of education
Length of stay

Language 
barrier
0.208
0.256
0.869
0.893

Planned length of 
stay
0.041
0.509
0.988
0.641

Lack of 
trust
0.147
0.477
0.042
0.387

Other

0.254
0.550
0.028
0.459

Table 6.26: Kruskal Wallis ANOVA of dependence of 'reason for discontinuity' on
Profile

6.6.5 Reason for Non Participation
This section analyses the reasons given by the respondents for not participating in

community regeneration in their communities. 13 barriers as identified from

literature and interviews with professionals in community regeneration are listed in

question C6 in the questionnaire. Table 6.27 shows the result of the chi squared

test.
Table 6.27 shows that cultural background and family commitment are not valid as

they are below the set significance level of 0.05. Although family commitment had

the highest frequency of ticks, the chi squared test revealed that the response was

random and hence not significant.

Tested parameters
Racism
Education
Language
Cultural background
Social acceptance
Lack of opportunity
Unawareness
Family commitment
Work commitment
Immigration status
Disinterest
Lack of trust in the system
crime

Chi Square
48.897
38.414
63.000
11.878
28.153
22.870
22.473
10.333
14.387
65.236
42.538
24.483
40.897

Asymp. Sig
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.18
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.035
0.006
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Table 6.27: Chi squared analysis for 'barriers to participation'

163



Kruskal Wallis ANOVA Table 6.28 reveals the dependence of the barriers on the 

profile. It is seen that 'racism' as a barrier to regeneration participation is dependent 

on 'length of stay', 'lack of opportunity' on the other hand is dependent both on 

'age' and 'length of stay 5 ; while 'work commitment' also depends on 'length of

stay'.

Reasons for non 
participation

Racism
Education
Language
Social acceptance
Lack of opportunity
Unawareness
Work commitment
Immigration Status
Disinterest
lack of trust
crime

Respondents profile
Age

0.379
0.669
0.235
0.788
0.030
0.405
0.440
0.595
0.192
0.048
0.362

Generation

0.928
0.794
0.512
0.784
0.615
0.586
0.094
0.864
0.834
0.935
0.951

Level of 
Education
0.180
0.729
0.414
0.270
0.289
0.507
0.077
0.524
0.402
0.641
0.549

Length of 
stay
0.012
0.931
0.988
0.695
0.043
0.180
0.025
0.900
0.153
0.971
0.177

Table 6.28: Kruskal Wallis ANOVA of dependence of'reason for non participation' on Profile

6.6.6 Housing Preferences
It will be recalled from section 3.3.2 that there are some factors that determines 

BME housing preference. This research has explored this further and the results are 

shown on Table 6.29. Table 6.29 reveals the results of the housing preference of the 

respondents. It shows community spirit, shopping opportunities, cost of housing 

and safety in the neighbourhood were not significant and that respondents could 

have chosen it at random.

Tested Parameters
Quality of Neighbourhood
Accessibility around Neighbourhood
Quality of Housing
Community Spirit
Accessibility into and around Home
Security in Homes
Closeness to relatives

Chi squared
37.280
6.744
6.744
1.788
24.833
26.251
65.148

significance
0.000
0.009
0.009
0.182
0.000
0.000
0.000
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Shopping Opportunities
Places of Worship
Cultural facilities
Cost of Housing
Knowledge of Neighbourhood
Public transportation
Schools
Employment opportunities
Open space
Closeness to Countryside
Housing Design
Size of housing
Cost of heating
Safety in the Neighbourhood

1.788
7.493
20.813
1.424
10.882
13.837
8.281
12.813
16.005
74.527
60.695
20.813
26.215
1.108

0.182
0.006
0.000
0.233
0.001
0.000
0.004
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.292

Table 6.29: BME Housing Preferences

Kruskal Wallis ANOVA Table 6.30 for the housing preference of the respondents 

reveals that the responses to the housing preferences of the respondents were not 

dependent on their age in any category. However, 'family generation' and 'length 

of stay' were seen to be a contributing factor to 'closeness to relatives' as a housing 

preference. It was also revealed that the length of stay also affects the preference 

for schools and level of the respondents' education.

Respondents Profile

Quality of Neighbourhood
Accessibility around Neighbourhood
Quality of Housing
Accessibility into and around Home
Security in Homes
Closeness to relatives
Places of Worship
Cultural facilities
Knowledge of Neighbourhood
Public transportation
Schools
Employment opportunities
Open space
Closeness to Countryside
Housing Design
Size of housing
Cost of heating

Age

0.708
0.972
0.856
0.462
0.936
0.585
0.538
0.350
0.781
0.496
0.708
0.886
0.314
0.085
0.340
0.348
0.153

Generation

0.977
0.615
0.213
0.184
0.177
0.040
0.142
0.461
0.367
0.260
0.815
0.644
0.216
0.374
0.759
0.109
0.062

Level of 
education
0.247
0.197
0.137
0.389
0.054
0.159
0.100
0.391
0.471
0.060
0.181
0.823
0.247
0.388
0.427
0.391
0.196

Length of 
stay
0.788
0.698
0.360
0.222
0.155
0.030
0.258
0.854
0.352
0.066
0.045
0.252
0.462
0.536
0.143
0.199
0.043
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Table 6.30: Kruskal Wallis ANOVA of dependence of 'Housing preference' on Respondents' 
Profile

6.6 PEARSON'S R RESPONSE DEPENDENCY
This section investigates how certain responses depend on other responses. To 
achieve this, values of Pearson correlation coefficient are calculated. The purpose 
of Pearson's Correlation Coefficient according to Hinton et al (2004) is to indicate a 
linear relationship between two measurement variables. This means that with two 
sets of responses, we ask the question, does one response predict another? 
Pearson's r has values ranging from -1 for perfectly negative relationships to +1 for 
perfectly positive relationship. A value of 0 indicates that there is no linear 
relationship.

6.7.1 Influence on regeneration vs. Participation activities 

Table 6.31 shows the correlation between the significant activities which the 
respondents prefer to participate in and their decisions on their influence on 
regeneration. The values of 'r' show that there is a strong correlation between 
'organizing group activities' and the respondent's 'perception of the level of 
participation'. This implies that an increase in an individual's preference for group 
activities organizing will lead to an increase in their perception of the level of 
participation. There is also a bit of correlation between attending meeting and 
awareness of community regeneration initiatives; however it is not a strong one.

Decisions on

Belonging to community 
association
Consideration of oneself as part 
of the community
Feeling settled within 
community
Awareness of community

Participation activity
Group activities 
organizing
0.046

-0.010

-0.92

-0.088

Attending 
meetings
0.011

0.003

-0.135

0.236

Using Personal 
Skills
0.069

0.032

0.167

0.038
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regeneration
Opinion on the communication 
of regeneration activities
Opinion on level of information
Perception of level of 
participation

-0.164

-0.021
0.41

0.086

0.021
0.037

0.016

0.098
0.014

Table 6.31: Influence on regeneration vs. Participation activities

6.7.2 Reason for non participation vs. Participation interest 

The correlation between the respondent's participation interests and their reasons 

for non participation is compared in Table 6.32. There is a weak correlation 

between' lack of trust in the system' as a reason for non participation and people 

using their personal skills during regeneration. This means that the more the 

individual uses their personal skills, the more they might develop less trust in the 

process or system of regeneration delivery. There is also the emergence of a 

negative correlation between 'lack of opportunity' and group activity organizing 

which meant that an increase in group activities organizing in a respondent will 

lead to a reduction in their perception of; lack of opportunity' as a reason for not 

participating.

Decisions on

Group activities organizing
Attending meetings
Using Personal Skills

Reasons for non participation
Racism

-0.069
-0.037
0.077

Lack of 
opportunity
-0.105
-0.082
-0.060

Work 
commitment
0.037
-0.030
-0.074

Lack of trust 
in the system

-0.019
0.020
0.191

Table 6.32: Reason for non participation vs. Participation interests

6.7.3 Reason for non participation vs. Regeneration interests 

The reasons given for non participation is correlated with the significant aspects of 

regeneration which the respondents said they will like to participate in. there was a 

correlation between 'racism' as a problem and respondents who prefer to 

participate in 'social' aspects of regeneration, there were also some weak 

correlation however between 'lack of trust' and 'social', 'health', 'educational' and 

'other' aspects of regeneration. This means that although the strongest positive 

correlation was with racism and social regeneration participators, the most positive
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correlations lies with 'lack of trust' which only had a negative correlation with 

'physical' aspect of regeneration whilst maintaining a form of correlation with 
every other aspect.

Decisions on

Physical
Social
Health
Education
Other

Reasons for non participation
Racism
0.071
0.226
0.094
-0.151
0.069

Lack of opportunity
0.032
-0.049
-0.102
0.006
0.128

Work commitment
-0.163
-0.036
-0.122
-0.146
-0.038

Lack of trust
-0.042
0.175
0.142
0.092
0.046

Table 6.33: Reason for non participation vs. Regeneration interest

6.7.4 Reason for discontinuity vs. Regeneration interests 

As reported in section 6.5.3 above the research differentiated between respondents 

who ceased participating and those who have never participated. Table 6.34 

investigates the association between the reasons for discontinuity in regeneration 

participation and the aspects of regeneration. The table reveals that most positive 

correlations lies with 'language barrier'; however the strongest correlation was with 

•planned length of stay 1 and health.

Decisions on

Physical
Social
Health
Educational

Reasons for discontinuity
Language barrier
-0.006
0.305
0.299
0.431

Planned length of stay
-0.147
0.094
0.453
0.245

Lack of trust
-0.122
0.328
0.029
0.327

Table 6.34: Reason for discontinuity in participation vs. Regeneration interest
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6.7.5 Reason for non participation vs. Respondents profile 

As seen on Table 7.29 above, some the barriers to participation were dependent on 

the profile, to see the direction of the dependence, Table 7.36 shows the result for 

the Pearson's correlation between the profile and their corresponding barriers. It 

shows that there is a negative correlation between 'length of stay' and 'work 

commitment' and 'lack of opportunity'; which implies that the longer the length of 

stay, the lower the problem of 'lack of opportunity' and 'work commitment'.

Decisions on

Racism
Lack of opportunity
Work commitment
Lack of trust

Profile
Age
-0.031
0.033
0.047
0.033

Length of stay
0.93
-0.108
-0.218
0.039

Table 6.35: Reason for non participation vs. Respondents profile

6.7 SUMMARY AND KEY FINDINGS
This chapter has analysed the results of the responses to the questionnaire survey. It 

presented the findings on two forms. Firstly, the descriptive statistics presented the 

results of the survey as bounded by the size of the sample, the modal and average 

ticks were discussed and then secondly the inferential statistics which puts forward 

the results upon which inferences could be drawn to represent a wider population. 

In the descriptive part of the analysis, the profile of the sample respondents showed 

that a 37.4% majority of the respondents were in the 26-35 age brackets with a 

29.1% majority being with a Black British African ethnicity. Only 39.9% of the 

respondents belonged to any form of association within their community and 43% 

of these people have been in their communities between 1-3 years. 69% said they 

have a feeling of sense of belonging in their community, 78% of this people have 

been in the community for over 3 years. 'Community Reps' emerged as the most 

frequent source of information with radio adverts been the least popular. Non
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participation was divided in two sub categories. Firstly, for those who discontinued 

participation, although the most frequent reason was because of 'disinterest' in the 

regeneration activities currently going on in the community, however, 'planned 

length of stay' is the most important reason chosen on average. On the other hand, 

non participants gave their most important reasons for non participation as family 

and work commitment. Quality of neighbourhood emerged as the most common 

attribute of a good community for BMEs with the least consideration being 'access 
to country side'.

On the inferential part of the analysis, it was noticed that the level of participation 

of respondents was dependent on their 'level of education', awareness of 

community regeneration activities was dependent on age and consideration of 

oneself as a part of the community and feeling of settlement within the community 

were both dependent on the respondent's length of stay in the community. The 

responses to economic activities as preferred choice of regeneration interests 

appeared to be insignificant after conducting the chi square test on it and hence 

were ignored. In terms of regeneration activities, it emerged that 'activities 

organising' and the use of one's personal skills in community regeneration was 
seen as dependent on the respondent's level of education.

Contrary to the outcome of the descriptive phase, "family commitment' which was 

one of the most common reasons for non participation was seen here to be a non 

significant reason with significance level of 0.035. Work commitment was 

discovered to be a function of length of stay while lack of opportunity as a barrier 

was dependent on the respondents 5 age and length of stay. It is also noticed that 

there is a form of correlation between the respondents' length of stay in their 

communities and 'racism' as a barrier. This shows that the longer the respondents 

stayed in their communities, the more their chances of viewing racism as a barrier 

preventing them from regeneration participation.

Also unlike the assertion from literature which included shopping opportunities as 

one of the indicators of BME housing preference, this research realised that 

'shopping opportunities' was not a significant reason for choosing houses according 

to the result of the survey.
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSIONS

7.1 INTRODUCTION

The main aim of this research was to develop a framework for the enhancement of 
participation of BME groups in the process of community regeneration. A series of 
objectives has helped in the process of achieving this and relevant research 
questions have been resolved also. As discussed in chapter 1, the main 
underpinning of this research is that BMEs have peculiar needs in the community 
and that these needs affect the way they participate in the community. The main 
rationale for this research was based on the fact that people within the Black and 
Minority Ethnic group do not participate in the goings on in their community 
especially during the process of community regeneration. This particularly poses a 
problem for the managers of regeneration companies as well as community group 
organisations especially in areas with significant BME representation. This is so 
because with the special attention attached to the importance of community 
engagement, regeneration managers have to demonstrate the fact that the people 
they represent are carried well along. This however is extremely important in order 
to ensure that the products or services they deliver are suitable even for the 
community's minority ethnics. Literature review has revealed that there are many 
indicators to the challenge preventing BMEs from participation. Some of such 
indications are the challenges of social exclusion and lack of trust for the 
government regeneration agencies as shown in chapter 3. Also from literature in 
chapter 2, it was revealed that the main problem is not that BMEs do not want to 
participate but rather, they have a preference of participating with community/ 

voluntary groups within the local community.

These assertions from literature chapter 2 and 3 were further tested by carrying out 
interviews with 15 regeneration professionals in order to seek an understanding of 
the contextual nature of the challenges preventing BMEs from participation and 

what steps can be taken to alleviate the situation. The result of this was the focus of 
chapter 5. In order to get some BME input into the research, quantitative measures
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were taken in the form of self completed questionnaires targeting BMEs. Chapter 6 
describes the process and also presents the results of the analysis of the 
questionnaire. A combination of literature review, qualitative interviews and 
questionnaire surveys has been referred to in this research as methodological 
triangulation as discussed in chapter 4.

This chapter hence discusses the findings from the whole research process; it 
demonstrates how well this research has fulfilled the aim, objectives and research 
questions. This chapter also presents the discussions on key factors relating to 
BMEs and community participation; presents the triangulated findings in line with 
the research questions, presents the framework for the participation of BMEs in 
community regeneration.

7.2 DISCUSSIONS

The importance of community participation for members of the BME communities 
in UK has been stressed in the literature chapters, the importance and effectiveness 
has also been identified. However, this section discusses findings on the current 
state of the art regarding BME participation in regeneration; it also covers what 
participation means for BMEs with a view to identifying the key factors that can be 
deployed in the process of making BMEs participate more in community 
regeneration. This discussions section helps the research to sufficiently justify all 
the research objectives as they are all covered under the following headings.

7.2.1 BMEs and their Particular Characteristics

Reviewing who a BME is and what are the characteristics of a BME is one of the 
objectives of this research. The literature review in section 3.3.2 of this research has 
shown some facts about BMEs in terms of their socio- economic situations. 
Examples of such facts are that BME young people are more likely to be at risk of
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experiencing most of the problems of deprivation and social exclusion, and that 

BMEs are overrepresented in the social rented sector. It has also been found out 

that there are various negative indicators to the current state of BMEs in the 

country. This section discusses the findings on BMEs and draws inferences on the 
implication of being a BME.

It will be recounted from section 2.5 of literature, that BMEs on their broadest 

description in UK can be classed as 'visible non Whites'. This description was said 

to be anything but accurate though because even the Home Office recognises the 

diverse nature of the BME population on the country and hence they have stated 

that being a BME is not a function of nationality. Usually for political and race 

relations reason, governments or establishments use different delineations to 

broadly describe peoples background as in the case of the Welsh Assemble 

Government (2005) and the UK's Race Relation Amendment Act 2000 in chapter 

3. Some of the key characteristics that distinguish a BME are such characteristics as 

culture, religion, skin colour, language etc.

In England, BMEs are seen to have grown to about 13% of the population after 

about 6 decades of settlement in England, with about half of BMEs in the London 

region. Britain's BMEs are reported to be disproportionately concentrated in the 

poorest urban neighbourhoods with the poorest and most deprived housing. The 

implication of this is that BMEs are now more likely than ever to be the main target 

of Area Based Initiatives (ABIs). Even though research has clearly shown that there 

is little evidence that this ABIS have any direct or indirect effect on the BMEs, 

nevertheless, the importance of getting BME input into the regeneration plans 

cannot be overemphasized. With the indication that the proportion of people classed 

as 'White British' falling and BMEs increasing in population mainly through birth 

and increasing migration, strong emphasis is needed on how to make BMEs 

participate more in the various aspects of community regeneration.

Through the literature review, it was also seen that there are a sizeable proportion 

of people in England who feel like their ethnicity is not adequately catered for.
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Examples are the people who class themselves as 'other' in the race classification 

table as shown in section 3.2. From the pilot interview, it emerged that this situation 

is very depressing for some people as they think that if the government is not aware 
of their ethnicity, how regeneration plans can be sensitive to their needs.

The result of the findings on BMEs shows some of the reasons for the negative 

stereotyping which many BMEs suffer. For example, overall, 22% of Bangladeshis 

between 16- 64 years of age are unemployed as compared to just 5% of Whites and 
68% of Pakistanis are on low income after housing cost as against 21% of Whites. 

Also just 4% of Black Africans own their property outright compared to 32% of 
Whites (see section 2.5.3). This peculiarity of inner city congregation of BMEs as 

well as living in estates dubbed 'difficult' greatly marks BMEs out for 

stigmatisation and negative stereotyping. In areas where there is a dominance of 

BMEs, the general feeling is that the people there are usually hard to reach and 

difficult to engage. Although there has been series of campaign to drop this 

stereotype and seek new ways of engaging with BME, there is still an obvious lack 

of evidence of any kind of engagement on the part of BMEs and government 

agencies.

So, if being a BME is not about nationality, what are the main attributes that make 

someone a BME? From the pilot interviews, it emerged that the term BME is very 

broad partly due to the multi cultural nature of Britain. With an estimated 250 

different languages spoken on the streets of London, it will be extremely difficult to 

put a tab on what a BME is and come to a specific conclusion on that. However, 

there are some similarities between BMEs that can be harnessed to get a clearer 

picture of the situation. From the interviews, it was seen that most of the BMEs in 

the country are migrants and their characteristic circumstances can also make them 

different from even people of their origins same as theirs. Some of the example 

given is about family generation in the UK. As expected, people who came to the 

UK as adults most likely see themselves as immigrants or BMEs whereas this 

feeling is less so for those whose parents were born in the country and who as a 

result of this don't have anywhere else to call home but England.
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Immigration status, planned length of stay and having a second country as home is 

a characteristic factor about BMEs. All of the first generation BMEs in England are 

immigrants in one way or the other and hence there are many factors that will 

contribute to how long they will be in the country for. One of such factors is visa 

status. 'Leave to remain' and visa status is one of the reasons identified in the 

interviews as one of the reasons why people don't engage, because immigrants 

have a tendency of wanting to wait till they have their proper documents before 

they can openly engage with government agencies. Even though participation has 

nothing to do with rights of stay, it has emerged from the respondents from London 

that failed asylum seekers and people whose leave has expired do not like making 

any formal complaint even in cases of serious crime or other concerns because they 

will be scared of the possibility of the government agency's linking to UK border 
agency.

Apart from immigration history, social acceptance and personal circumstance 

sometimes unite of differentiate BMEs from one another. BMEs within the same 
generation sometimes see themselves differently as far as feeling of being a BME is 

concerned. For example, the case of an economic immigrant from a country and a 

political asylum seeker from the same country will be different as they both have 

contrasting circumstances. An asylum seeker will be more likely to see himself/ 

herself as a BME than a willing economic migrant whose reason for being in the 

UK is purely for economic reasons.

It can therefore be concluded that apart from immigration and not being born in the 

UK, there are many factors that imprint the feeling of being BME on an individual. 

Although being a BME is relational according to the respondents to the interview, 

acceptance of the BME status differs from one person to the other. Culture and the 

locational settlement pattern of BMEs also affect the way BMEs respond the 

regeneration participation. Culture is seen as having the capacity to make some 

people more of a minority that others, for example, some cultures forbids women 

from attending meetings with men who is not their husbands, in a situation as this, 

such women are more of a minority than their participating husbands. This is
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particularly true because even if they want to engage with the community, it will be 
a little difficult and will have to be in some certain circumstances and instances as 

permitted and dictated by the culture of where they are coming from as their 
intrinsic culture takes precedence over their new found one.

It is also worth noting that another unifying factor peculiar to BMEs is social 
exclusion. Social exclusion has been explained in this research as being a multi 

pronged problem and that being a BME exposes one to social exclusion. From the 
interviews, it was seen that inasmuch as being Non White is not what makes some 
BME, suffering a form of exclusion because of this ultimately makes the individual 
a BME. This agrees with the literature finding in chapter 3 which explains social 
exclusion as the process which people are wholly or partially excluded from the 
society in which they live. One of the main signs of social exclusion as discovered 
from literature is people feeling like they are a burden on the community and not 
being able to contribute to the community even when they so desire. This is made 
more evident for BMEs because in their case, they show signs of wanting to 
participate but not being able to do so. Also the Chronic Poverty Research Centre's 
definition of social exclusion in section 3.5 corroborates the stories of BMEs as 
they concluded that social exclusion can take the form of discrimination along a 
number of dimensions, one of which is ethnicity. In this light, it can therefore be 
said that although there are Non White British people, what makes this class of 
people BMEs or not is not actually their condition of not being White but other 
situations and circumstances which they might suffer as a result of this. Many of 
which could be personal or as a result of social exclusion or a combination of both. 
This feeling which is suffered by BMEs hence needs to be alleviated in order to 
reduce the chances of BMEs being excluded by ensuring that ethnically and 
culturally sensitive ways are sought to engage BMEs in regeneration.
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7.2.2 Current State of BME Participation in Regeneration

This research found out from literature in chapters 2 and 3 that BMEs have been 
settling in the UK for around six decades and are still living in deprived and inner 
city neighbourhoods. It was clearly evident that lack of trust in the social system 
has been a problem preventing BMEs from participation and this trust deficiency 
has been passed from one generation of BME to the other. This section recounts the 
current situations regarding BMEs in participation. It relates the existing context of 
BME non participation, the already concluded issue of BME's preference for 
working with community associations and voluntary service providers are 
discussed and the level of participation of BMEs is reviewed. Problems facing 
BME regeneration enablers are mentioned and suggested solutions are proffered in 
the form of recommendations.

To understand the current state of BME non participation, this research has looked 
into the history of the problem. The reviewed literature shows that:

• Generational lack of trust has been hindering BME participation in 
regeneration,

• Traditional top-down method of regeneration delivery has been contributing 
to this feeling of distrust and

• Rather than engage with government agencies, BMEs prefer to engage with 
community representative and voluntary groups, however, these groups lack 
the wherewithal to provide all the assistance needed by the BMEs they 

serve.

According to findings from chapter 3, from the experience of the early settlers as 
stated by Wong (2002), "there was a history of the non-inclusion of the first 
generation of BME arrivals in participation in the UK; this created an 'instant 
family tradition' of this thus became a vicious circle". To break this circle, many 
past initiatives have aimed to target BMEs (sometimes referred to as hard to reach 
people) in community regeneration activities.
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Chapter 3 also showed that the history of regeneration initiatives and local service 

provision in the UK is littered with 'top-down' initiatives. This means that the 

instructions and directives comes from the central government and the grass root 

dwellers have no say in the regeneration plan. The rhetoric of the then 'New 

Labour' government suggested that it wants to create conditions in which 

communities have a far stronger role in developing regeneration strategies and 

monitoring local services in a wide range of areas including housing, health, crime 
prevention, education etc with BMEs.

Even with all these efforts, it appears that there is little evidence that any of the past 

efforts has actually achieved substantial levels of participation commensurable to 

the huge levels of funds invested, because BMEs are still on low levels of public 

participation. It will be recalled from chapter 2 that there are many levels within 

which members of the community can participate. Using the 'levels of 

participation' model in chapter 2, BMEs are on the very least level of participation 
which is 'information'. BMEs barely are aware of regeneration activities within 

their communities. This was confirmed in chapter 5 during the interviews with 

regeneration providers and enablers. This problem of low participation was 

discovered to be a two way problem. On one hand, it is a problem with the 

government in either not putting out the information to the people or not putting it 

out in the format that BMEs can relate with. Informing the people about 

regeneration plans goes farther than having their attendance in meetings. It has to 

be done at an appropriate time when the members of the community will be assured 

that their input will count and not when all plans have already been concluded. 

However on the other hand, it could be a problem of BMEs simply not wanting to 

participate due to some past experiences or simply due to lack of interest. In this 

situation, there will need to be a strong emphasis on trust building as well as 

making a convincing case to reassure the community members that there is a 

distinct difference the current plan.

There are many claims by local councils that the BMEs in their councils are on the 

consultation level of participation. There is no evidence for this from literature. In
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fact, the reviewed literature shows that BMEs are facing multiple deprivation and 

challenge. This is made evident from the housing and social conditions of BMEs 

throughout the country. On the contrary, BMEs are on the lowest level of 

participation which is 'information 1 level. Even at that, most of the information 

available to BMEs is from the BME voluntary society. This is evident both from 

literature and the survey results. Due to the fact that staffs of these organizations are 

BMEs themselves, they understand BMEs more in depth; however their 

performance and capacity is mitigated by a number of reasons.

As it emerged while interviewing a regeneration enabler from the Black and Ethnic 

Community Services in chapter 5, the regeneration enablers suggest that there is a 

need for improved funding and capacity building if their service must meet the 

required standard which can help BMEs move up the regeneration participation 

ladder. They claimed that at the moment, all they are empowered to do for the 

people that come to them is to point them in the direction of services. This 

according to the interviewee causes a lot of disappointment because the BMEs 

come to them with a view that they will get the required assistance but that is 

seldom the case. Apart from the problem of lack of fund, the structure of voluntary 

community groups does not help their cause. According to the Council for Ethnic 

Minority Voluntary Organisations (CEMVO). some of the problems are that BME 

Voluntary Society organisations tend to have their roots in self-help. Typically 

organisations have been created by people directly affected by problems they seek 

to address. This makes them relatively small with inadequate income and hence 

struggles to find the means for progressive development of their activities. It was 

also noted that they suffer from institutional racism and unfair treatment by funders. 

It can therefore be concluded that

• The current level of BME participation in regeneration is low, so much so 

that BMEs are barely aware of regeneration initiatives in their communities 

as discovered in chapter 3

• There is an apparent lack of trust between BMEs and government 

regeneration agencies, hence the reason why BMEs have a preference for
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community/ voluntary groups. This was realised in chapter 3 and reaffirmed 
in both chapter 5 (interviews) and 6 (questionnaire survey) 

• Voluntary/ Community groups are incapacitated due to many institutional 
reasons like lack of funding for their activities.

Although the all interviewed professionals agreed that the minimum level of 
participation required of BMEs should be at least 'deciding together', they also 

agree that there is a lower than national average level of participation with the 
BMEs. Evidences from research reviewed in literature and findings from the 
interview process also show that BME community groups and organisations need 
more government intervention in getting their services publicised. This is important 
because it will assist in ensuring that the BMEs in the community know about them 
and the kind of service they provide. This is also going to assist in getting the 
BMEs to participate better in regeneration activities, by getting them adequately 
informed in a timely manner and giving them avenue for consultation with the 
government agencies in charge of regeneration.

Without doubt, it is clear that currently, BMEs are on the least level of community 
participation which is the 'information level'. This is in corroboration with the 
results of literature review as highlighted in chapter 3. This situation greatly 
reduces the capacity of BMEs to engage with mainstream government agencies. 
This in turn means that the vicious cycle of lack of trust remains a challenge. 
Nevertheless timely consultation and 'joint decision making' will facilitate trust 
which is a key success ensuring factor between the government and the people. In 
doing this, the old stereotype of pseudo participation will be overcome and the 
people will feel more positive about the services they have helped in providing.
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7.2.3 What Participation means for BMEs

It has been seen from literature that participation means different thing to different 

people. For some people, attending meetings or returning council polls is enough 
for participation while for some; personal contribution is needed for an action to 

count as participation. This research has looked into answering the important 

question of 'what does participation mean to the BME?' Undoubtedly, it can be 

said that any such activities that involves the users of a service in decisions about 

the service terms as participation. However, the beaconing question is how much 

does the user need to be involved or how does the user want to be involved. 

Chapter 2 of this research made a case for the importance of participation. This has 

been further corroborated by findings from the interviews with the government 

agencies. To this light, this section reviews the findings on what participation 

means for BMEs. This section also reviews the types of activities available to 

BMEs and what the consequences of participation are.

As seen in chapter 5, BMEs love to showcase their culture at every given 

opportunity and they want people in the wider community to know about them. 

This explains the reason why the cultural background was not a significant reason 

for non participation as shown in chapter 6. This is because BMEs do not see their 

culture as an impediment but rather as a positive attribute. Chapter 2 also shows 

that participation is very crucial to the success of regeneration and it involves many 

stakeholders. Also it has been seen that there are many levels an individual can 

participate. The level of participation for BMEs was however seen in chapter 3 as 

being low. This has been corroborated by results of the interviews with the 

regeneration providers in chapter 5. However, the evidences research data 

collection has shown that even though there is a sense of growing yearning from 

BMEs to participate in their communities, there are still some negative indication 

that shows acute lack of participation. For example:

• BME sense of belonging is low, only 27% of questionnaire respondents said 

they feel like they belong to the community where they reside and just 14%
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said they have considerable influence on regeneration plans in their 
community

• BMEs want to participate in regeneration but they want to do so in their 

own way which is sometimes not the conventional pattern of participation.

BMEs want to live and participate in a socially inclusive community where they 

can contribute to social and economic values. Social inclusion as found out in this 

research can be likened to the glue that brings people together in the community. 

BMEs want to be free to participate the way they choose. From literature, it is 

realised that BMEs are very diverse; so much so that assuming that all BMEs have 

the same housing need could be potentially wrong. Also from the interviews, it 

emerged that BMEs love to engage in various activities other than mere attendance 

of meetings. BMEs want to participate with government agencies in deciding on 

initiatives especially those that affect them directly, however, lack of trust and 

difference in ethnic backgrounds has been seem to be the main barrier to this.

There is a feeling of a blame game between the government agencies and the 

BMEs. From the pilot interviews, it was made clear that there are regular calls for 

meeting, consultations, feedback sheets and other social forums such as 

international food festivals aimed particularly at engaging with BMEs. This are all 

reasonable attempts at BME engagement, but the lack of success of this attempts 

according to the interview respondent from BMECs in Worthing is due to the fact 

that the government agencies are not aware of the way BMEs want to participate 

and what BMEs take to mean participation.

The way through which BMEs view the government officials is sometimes 

beclouded by prejudice and suspicion. The interview respondent from Urban Living 

in Birmingham confirmed this by saying that government officials engaging with 

BMEs needs to understand the cultural differences, the example given was that 

even advising BMEs at times can be classed by BMEs as telling what to do and 

how to live their lives.
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From the analysis of the questionnaire, it was seen that BMEs love to use their 

personal skills in the process of participation. This could be because of the 

background of some of the BMEs in the country. Many of the BMEs who are 

professionals in their respective fields back in their country e.g. economic and 

political immigrants as discussed in chapter 5 get to England to pick up new 

vocations in the interim; this class of people are usually always willing to volunteer 

their professional skills as they see participation as a means of practicing once 

again. For people like this, participation is about being able to choose from a 

variety of activities that reflect their expertise and not necessary fitting a box.

Participation for BMEs is about helping the government agency get the services 

right the first time. According to the interviewees, BMEs know that sometimes, the 

provisions of regeneration plans might not be culturally or ethnically sensitive to 

their needs and the bureaucracy of amending mistakes might be too daunting, hence 

they participate in order to ensure that there are no mistakes from the onset. More 
so because BMEs settlement pattern show that they are prevalent in certain areas 

and these areas are usually targeted for regeneration, they (BMEs) see the need to 

assist in the regeneration activity. According to responses of two 'regeneration 

provider' agencies to the interview, apart from BMEs helping regeneration 

providers achieve ethnically sensitive regeneration with the first attempt, BMEs 

participation is also in three parts as follows:

• Firstly, BMEs see the regeneration providers as being in the area 

temporarily (usually 3-5 years), while it is them (the BMEs and their 

families) that remain after the regeneration programme being the local 

residents. For this reason, they are the ones who bear the consequences of 

the outcome of the regeneration initiative.

• Secondly, participation is about 'cultural awareness' for BMEs. BMEs want 

to showcase their culture at every given opportunity. According to the 

interview finding, BMEs participate in cultural activities, international food 

days and other avenue where diversity is been celebrated. This directly
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agrees with the questionnaire responses which shows that social and cultural 

aspect of regeneration is one of the significant aspects in which BMEs 
participate.

• Thirdly, BMEs participation is seriously dependent on 'trust'. All of the 

regeneration enablers interviewed in the course of this research agreed that 

trust is a major ingredient for participation. This is partly because of the past 

experience of earlier settlers and also lack of continuity of past regeneration 

projects. BMEs want to be sure that their voices and opinion counts and that 

their participation is not as a result of having to satisfy funding requirements 

alone. They want to be told the truth and also made to know their choices if 
any.

In conclusion, it can be said that BMEs are aware of the reality of regeneration 

plans in their areas. They know that it affects their lives in many ways as shown in 
Figure 3.3 because they are the ones that remains after the regeneration companies 

have moved on. For this reason, they desire participation and inclusion in the 

activities of the community where they reside. Participation is undoubtedly very 

important to BMEs, but in reality, they don't lay so much emphasis on what level 
of participation they are involved in as such. Contrary to that, they want to be free 

to participate the way they choose. They have a preference for knowing what the 

opportunities to participate are and having the freedom to choose the one that most 

suitably fits them. They want to build their social capital and show the wider 
community what is good about them. However, from past experiences, this has not 

always been the case as many old generation BME settlers still hold the grudge of 

past failures on the part of the government against the current regeneration 

providers.
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7.2.4 BME Housing and Community Regeneration Needs

The innate housing needs of BMEs was explored in order to give depth into what 

BMEs want in their houses and indeed in the community where they reside. 

Although it has been established that BMEs are diverse, so can be expected of their 

needs; however due to some of the characteristics of BMEs e.g. average household 

size etc, this research explored through literature review, interviews and 

questionnaires, what the needs of BMEs are in terms of housing and what interest 
them in community regeneration.

According to findings in chapter 2, compared with White families, significantly 

more BME families live in homes that are not suitable and so are more likely to 

experience multiple problems with their housing. Also past research has suggested 

that a third of BME families reported at least three different ways in which their 

homes were unsuitable. One of these ways was according to RP1 due to size of the 

homes; this is linked directly with the finding on BME situation which states that 

the average household size of BMEs is larger than Whites. BMEs often require 

large and family homes sometimes due to culture and traditional believes, 

communal living is an essential part of many BME cultures and also in-house care 

for the elderly is important as well. Also because of some religious demands, BME 

families might require a dedicated prayer room in the house; this particularly makes 

homes with two receptions more appealing to BMEs. Because of the aged or 

disabled members of the family, and also extended family members on day visit, 

RP 3 suggested that BMEs desires to have a toilet downstairs. As a result of these 

needs, BMEs have a heavy reliance on government council homes for their supply 

of this kind of houses.

As mentioned in chapter 2 that BMEs like to congregate and pre dominate their 

neighbourhood, the research found out that this is due to crime. The interviewees 

suggested that BMEs are more interested in crime and its prevention in their 

neighbourhoods, but because of lack of trust in the police, they don't like to 

participate in police matters. As a result of this they resolve to their own method of
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crime prevention by living in close proximity to people of similar ethnicities to 

them. Although this is in contrast to the initial finding from the questionnaire as it 
was seen that 'closeness to relatives' ranked below average on factor to consider in 
assessing the suitability a neighbourhood.

However, with the analysis of variance, it was seen that 'closeness to relatives' was 

dependent on 'generation' and 'length of stay' (Table 6.30) of the respondents 

which suggested that how long the respondent's family has been in the country can 

affect their willingness or otherwise to want to live close to their relatives. On 

further analysis, it was then clearly seen that the nature of the effect of this is 
negative as it emerged that the longer the respondents generational stay, the less 

they want to live close to relatives. It was however also noted that some people are 
actually an exemption this rule as they don't want to live close to people of the 
same ethnicity for some personal or privacy reasons.

BMEs' economic situation was also seen to affect their housing need according to 

the interviewees. It was proposed that in agreement with literature findings, BMEs 
being on lower than average household incomes, do not usually have the luxury of 

going on family holidays, hence the reason why they love to live close to parks and 

leisure locations. This corroborates the results of the questionnaire which states that 
the 'social' aspect of regeneration was one of the significant aspects of regeneration 

and that it is dependent on the respondent's age.

Looking ahead into the future, it can hence be expected that since local authorities 

have sold off most of the good family houses and failed to replace them with 

adequately sized family homes and worse still with the news of cap on Housing 

benefits, it can be said that this cap will affect BMEs disproportionately as BMEs 

are twice as likely to be out of work. This fear was stressed during the interviews as 

it was discussed that if the proposition for the cuts goes ahead, BMEs will have no 

choice but to rent privately and most likely go for smaller houses which may come 

with many problems such as overcrowding and spread of diseases.
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It can hence be said that BME families have some specific housing needs which can 

directly be related to their economic, social, cultural and other personal situations. 

Within the house, the needs are dictated by the household condition in terms of size 

and income; while in the community, personal circumstances and individual 
background can be said to be the deciding factor.

7.2.5 Barriers to BME Participation in Regeneration

This section focuses on the reasons why BMEs are less involved in community 

regeneration. These reasons were called the barriers as shown on Figure 5.3 in 

chapter 5. The interview process identified 12 barriers facing BMEs in community 

participation; these barriers were further tested in the survey questionnaire with the 

BMEs. The issue of non participation was explored from two perspectives; one 

perspective was with the people that failed to continue participation and the other 

category were people who just never participated. For the former, interviewees 

showed a consensus for the opinion that most times, the reason for this is disinterest 

either in the process of participation/ agenda or simply because the issue that got 

them participating initially have been met. Also it was reiterated by Regeneration 

Provider (RP) 4 that at times when a particular group of the community seems to be 

dominating or if the matter being treated is seen as favouring a particular group; 

this may lead to members of other group desisting from participation. In the 

questionnaire, this assertion was corroborated as 'disinterest" emerged as the modal 

reason for 'lack of continuity in participation'.

Although on the contrary; 'disinterest' as a reason was seen not to be a significant 

one as shown on Table 6.25; according to the questionnaire results, the main 

reasons for discontinuity in participation are language barrier, planned length of 

stay, lack of trust and other personal barriers.

Also form the questionnaire it was seen that 'planned length of stay' depended on 

the age of the respondent and lack of trust was mostly due to the level of education
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of the individual. The correlation between the length of stay as a barrier and age of 

the respondent was negative, suggesting that an increase in the age of the 

respondent reduces the chances of length of stay being a problem. This was in 

support of the interview finding on BME youth being very mobile and readily 

available to relocate to any part of the country where their service is required. 

When these people move on, their participatory role becomes vacant.

Having discussed the reasons for discontinuity, this part focuses on lack of 

participation i.e. on people who never participated. From literature, it was 

suggested that there are various levels of participation (section 2.4.5) and that 

BMEs are on the low level due to a number of reasons (section 3.4). Some of these 

reasons were asked about in the interview. All the ten reasons given in the literature 

review was supported by interview findings with the addition of some personal 

problems on the part of the individual. Religion / culture was not particularly 

classified as a barrier in itself but was highlighted as a potential reason why some 

people might not want to participate. Also the reasons identified were seen to 

interrelate in the way they affect BMEs. Time constraint and personal 

incapacitation was linked to consultation fatigue as some people feel the call for 

consultations were too frequent and so they choose not to get too engaged. Some 

people as well feel that regeneration was luxury they can afford as their basic needs 

are yet to be met, while it was proposed that the planned length of stay of some of 

the members of the community imposes a difficult situation on them as they only 

plan to be around for some time.

These personal reasons were tested in the questionnaire and as a result, work and 

family commitment were the most ticked as very important reason for non 

participation and the least ticked reason were 'disinterest' and 'lack of trust'. 

Inasmuch as these reasons were frequently ticked, the chi squared analysis showed 

surprisingly that family commitment was not a significant reason, however work 

commitment was. Lack of trust and lack of opportunity was seen to be dependent 

on the respondent's age while the length of stay had to do with the problems of 

racism, lack of opportunity and work commitment. The correlation between these
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was shown on Table 6.35 in chapter 6 and it indicated that there is a negative 

correlation (-0.218) between 'length of stay' as a barrier and work commitment, 

suggesting that increase in the individuals length of stay reduces the chances of 

work commitment as a barrier to participation. Also of note is the fact that 'racism' 

and visa/ immigration status ranked among the least ticked reasons for non 

participation. This was in agreement with the literature and interview finding which 

both agreed that BMEs have a preference for voluntary, community or other 

informal support networks where citizenship or visa status is not noted and where 

services are sensitive to their peculiar needs.

Overall, it can be said that different people have different reasons for not 

participating; it could be that the resident is simply not interest for absolute no 

reasons at all or, due to lack of trust in the system and not believing that their 

opinion will be inculcated into mainstream plans. However these reasons can either 

be personal, institutional (e.g. lack of funding) or a product of the two as depicted 

in Figure 5.3.

7.2.6 BME Participation Facilitators

As it is the main objective of this research, opinions were sought of the 

regeneration professionals regarding how BME participation can be optimally 

achieved. The aim of this was to further explore the findings in the literature 

chapters 2 and 3 with the real life facilitators which can be deployed in order to 

achieve desired level of participation of BMEs. To this end, chapter 5 developed a 

framework which highlights the major barriers to participation as well as the 

optimal drivers of participation.

It has been concluded from literature that one of the perceived challenges with 

BME participation in England is the diversity and inhomogeneity of the BME 

population according to the Olive Tree Association. This diversity should be seen
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as strength other than a weakness. This is the reason why communities strive for 
cohesion and integration among its various ethnicities.

Lack of trust which was one of the main findings of the questionnaire as a 

significant reason for non participation was echoed all through the pilot and main 

interviews. All the interviewees stressed the fact that BMEs like to engage with 

people they feel they can trust. They need someone sensitive to their plight and not 
just talking to them just to tick a box as a funding condition. RP6 reiterated the 
need for local councils to use 'people people' in getting to the people. By this it was 

meant that people that can be culturally and personally empathetic to the course of 
BMEs will be respected and trusted. When trust breaks down, it leads to disinterest 

and it can take time to rebuild. In fact, it is very unlikely that trust can be rebuilt on 

a regeneration project because of the time span of most regeneration plans.

Timely consultation and engagement is also proposed as a constructive approach to 

community participation. All the respondents to the interviews agreed with early 

consultation, however a respondent opined that, benchmarking, rather than 

engagement might be a better solution as according to him, public opinion at the 
beginning of projects are blurred, but at the end, when the big picture is clearer, it is 

easier for the people to agree with plan. Aside this contradiction, all the other 

interviewees said, the community needs to be engaged even at the proposal stage, 

so that trust can be built because if, plans have already been agreed on what to do, 

the members of the community will not feel any need to participation as they will 

feel manipulated. This was one of the achievements of the HOPE VI scheme in the 

Bronx centre where the local residents had a community 'labour exchange 

programme' which can secure contracts both permanent and construction on new 

projects within the $2 Billion scheme.

Lack of information also relates to this according to four of the respondents, these 

respondents suggested that BMEs are supposed to be privy to relevant information 

regarding their community early. This information needs to be in a format they will 

understand and also best if it is in the form of proposal rather than concluded
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findings. The information needs to be realistic and truthful; by this it was proposed 

by the interviewees that in times where there are no choices for the community 

members, they should be made aware of this, so that they don't give backs 

suggesting some initiatives when in actual fact, such options are not available to 
them.

Lack of opportunities was seen as a major reason for non participation of BMEs, 

even during regeneration plans, it was seen that BMEs don't usually have the skills 

required to apply for the jobs. This is one of the main reasons why BMEs think that 

the regeneration agencies are not engaging them because they can't even get the 

jobs that come with the regeneration plan. To alleviate this problem, the 

regeneration expert from Birmingham suggested that there is a strong need to build 

local capacity in regeneration related fields and encourage people from minority 

backgrounds to aspire for regeneration post, not just in the menial level but in 
positions of authority. This can be seen as a two pronged challenge. Whilst BMEs 

say that the government agencies are not employing local skills, the agencies on the 

other hand are complaining about the lack of local skills. During the interview with 

the regeneration manger of a Alms Length Management company in Manchester, it 
was revealed that many housing corporations want their board to reflect the 

community they represent, but often times, lack of interest coupled with lack of 

basic educational skills deprived people from minority groups from having 

adequate representation.
It can therefore be concluded from both literature review and main interviews that 

to optimally enhance the participation of BMEs in community regeneration process, 

it will be necessary to
• create a networking between government regeneration partners and the local 

community ones in order to share information, knowledge and gather 

competence
• build trust and confidence with established BME groups through timely 

consultation and making BMEs aware of regeneration choices if there are 

any
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• build the capacity of BME members in the community to engage in 

regeneration by organising regeneration related training and skills workshop 

in order for them to be able to take up regeneration related positions in the 
community

It is proposed that if these recommendations are closely adhered to, the 
participation of BMEs will be greatly enhanced in the community.

7.3 PROPOSED FRAMEWORK

As part of the research objective and in partial fulfilment of the research aim, this 

section proposes a framework and a list of recommendations for the enhancement 

of BME participation in regards to regeneration; the focus of this framework is to 

serve as an achievable guideline for both the regeneration providers and enablers in 
the process of facilitating community participation with BMEs.

The framework stems from both Literature review chapters 2 and 3 as well as the 

data collection of chapter 5 and 6. It has been identified that there is a problem of 

lack of participation in regeneration on the part of people of the Black and Minority 

Ethnic communities in the UK; hence this research has been focused at gathering a 

list of the key factors that needs to be considered in order to alleviate the situation. 

Also it will be recalled from chapter 2 that there are many stakeholders involved in 

regeneration and that this stakeholders can be categorised into two i.e. regeneration 

providers and regeneration enablers. Adopting methodological triangulation, this 

research has interviewed a section of stakeholders from both categories and also 

explored the key factors involved in 'community regeneration', 'BME housing 

needs' and the reasons for this lack. This research adopting a 'requirements and 

challenge' approach to the problem of non participation of BMEs, proposes a 

framework based on three critical success factors. Apart from being a product of the 

questionnaire, interviews and literature review, it is also supported by the previous 

frameworks in chapters 3 (Figure 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5) and chapter 5 (Figure 5.3).
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The framework as shown in Figure 7.1 shows the need for interrelation and joint 

working between regeneration providers and enablers in the process of achieving 

BME community participation. In order to achieve this, three critical success 
factors which are 'People', 'Timing' and 'Funding' is proposed. As seen on Figure 

7.1, these critical factors are interrelated. The people critical factor relates to BMEs 

because they are the main focus of the research and they need to be engaged. The 

second critical factor, 'timing' is about the structure of the BME consultation 

process which involves 'trust building' while the third factor 'funding' relates to 

assisting the BMEs build capacity as well as ensuring that the project is fully 
completed.

I People

The first critical success factor considered is the people i.e. the BMEs themselves. 

For participation to be enhanced, it is important that one of the foci must be the 

'people'. It is seen in chapter 2, 3 and 5 that regeneration is about 'place' and 

'people', and that the people needs to a key stakeholder because regeneration 

affects the lives of the people directly. Here the three main issues to focus on are 

the peculiarities of the BMEs in the community. Their predominant language, 

culture, religion, educational level and personal backgrounds etc should be known 

in order to tailor regeneration plans that will be sensitive to their situations. It will 

be recalled from chapter 2 and 6 that level of education and planned length of stay 

of individuals affect their participation pattern. It has also been seen that the manner 

of participation of individuals greatly rests on some key issues and when 

government plans are not sensitive to these issues, it can serve as a mean of great 

discouragement from participating. Whereas on the other hand, if the peculiar 

attributes of BMEs are understood, it will assist in prioritising their regeneration 

needs in the community.
Although, engaging with individual members of the BME community is not very 

practicable (mainly due to great diversity and funding limitations), it is been 

proposed that BME voluntary groups and community organisations should be 

targeted and engaged in regeneration in order to reach individual members of the 

community. The framework shows a list of the regeneration enablers as discovered
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from both chapters 2 and 5. It is proposed that if these groups are identified and 

engaged, they will greatly assist the regeneration providers with the vital tool of 

getting individual BMEs involved more in regeneration participation. As seen in the 

HOPE VI model in America in chapter 3, the use of established community forum 

is a very effective way of achieving community engagement; this does not impact 

on the lifestyle routine of the community residents as it would be in the case of 

having to invite them to some special meetings with the council. 

The third focus on the 'people' critical factor is the awareness of the intrinsic and 
extrinsic barriers preventing BMEs from participating. This has been explored 

extensively in literature and has been further investigated by interviews and surveys 

and the research has come to a conclusion that the main barriers against BME 

participation can be subdivided into three as shown on Figure 7.1.

II Timing

The 'timing' critical success factor is linked with the people (BME) focus. The 

timing of the engagement and participation activity has to be well thought out from 

the inception of the regeneration initiative. It has been seen that the community 

members especially BMEs feels slighted when plans have already been concluded 

and they are just been told about it. This type of engagement poses the danger of 

making BMEs feel like they are just been told and that there is nothing they can do 

about it. This can lead to a situation whereby BMEs remain stagnant at 

'information' level.

The timing of community consultations has been seen as been very crucial to the 

success or otherwise of regeneration plans. Here it is suggested that as discovered 

from literature in chapter 2. Consultations should be at three key stages as 

discovered in chapter 3 and 5. Firstly, consultation is required at the early stage in 

order to build the trust of the people and also reassure them that the inputs they 

bring have a place in the plan that would be made. This research agrees with 

literature by suggesting that adequate consultation at the inception or 

conceptualisation stage of regeneration is vital, it will be recalled that literature 

suggests that there should be a year zero for consultation purposes only. The second
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timing of consultation is at interim stages of the regeneration plan, here it is advised 

that rather than invite BMEs over for meetings, meetings can take the form of 

representatives of government agencies attending BME group meetings and ceasing 

the opportunity to either inform the BMEs or get their input as the case may be. 

Lastly, third aspect of consultation timing is recommended to be at the end of the 

regeneration plan. This serves as a mode of assessing the whole process of the 

regeneration and also an opportunity for valuable lessons to be learnt from the 
exercise.

With adequate planning for all these stages of regeneration consultation timing 
BME participation will improve and the BMEs will feel more obliged to see the 

regeneration program through. It is also proposed that BMEs should be made aware 

of their choices on time if they have any. As emerged from interviews, the 

regeneration providers need to alert the BMEs not only about regeneration plans but 

also to the choices available to them if any. BMEs are considerate and they are 

aware of the financial situation of the nation, nevertheless, if they are made to 

assume the position that there is a choice to be made here even when there is 

actually none, this will result into a feeling of the vicious cycle of lack of trust 

again. If the engagement is appropriately timed, it also helps in making the 

members of the community take ownership of the scheme so that even if there are 

negative lessons to be learnt from the overall outcome, such lessons will be learnt 

collectively without the opportunity of accusing any particular agency since the 

decision was a collective one.

Ill Funding
The third critical success factor of the proposed framework is the 'funding'. This 

factor is linked directly with the 'timing' factor as seen on Figure 7.1. It is seen 

from past initiatives like the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) that apart from 

project neglect, abrupt end to funding of regeneration initiatives has a spill on effect 

on subsequent community engagement projects. The SRB has many examples of 

this problem. With the announcement that there will be no further rounds of 

funding in 2001, many of the projects had to be left uncompleted thus dashing the
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hopes of many of the residents of the communities where this fund was been relied 

on. This affected the community responses to the HMRP as found out in the 

interviews that some of the BME communities are already weary from promises 

being dashed due to funding cuts. They say is it difficult to manage expectations as 

no one knows where the next cut is coming in from. To this end, it is proposed that 

the regeneration providers and enablers secure enough funds to see their 

regeneration plans through and make community members aware of this. This 

settles nerves and makes the residents confident of the capacity of the regeneration 

agencies to fulfil their regeneration promises. Another aspect of funding to consider 

is the building of the capacity of the community groups. Assisting community 

groups to build their capacity to assist BMEs will in turn assist in building trust 

among BMEs because in this way, the approach to regeneration will no longer be 

seen as top-down but rather as bottom-up approach. The initiatives can hence be 

developed from the grassroots. This will mean that going by the regeneration 

participation ladder in chapter 2, BMEs will be at the highest level of participation 

which is the level where they can be 'supporting independent initiatives'. 

Finally, the last proposed consideration under the funding critical factor is the 

provision of funds to cater for the training of BMEs in vocations through which 

they will be able to engage in jobs relating to the regeneration of their community. 

When BMEs are directly engaged in paid activities in the community regeneration, 

this will build their motivation and trust and in turn make them take more 

ownership of the plan no matter the outcome of it. In summary the framework is 

about the people, i.e. making BMEs truly a key stakeholder in the process and 

giving them the freedom to participate the way they want to. It is about the 'timing' 

i.e. being sure that the thoughts and opinion of the people will count and letting 

them know of what choices there are for them if any. Finally, it is about the 

availability of funds. This reassures the BMEs that the plans will be seen through.
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Regeneration 
Enabler

Regeneration 
Providers

BME Community Participation

People (BMEs) Timing (of BME Groups 
Consultation)

BME Peculiarities
• Language
• Culture
• Religion
• Skin colour
• Values and attributes
• Visa status and Personal

BME Groups
• Community groups
• Faith/ religious groups
• Voluntary groups
• Social groups
• Sports and art clubs
• Etc

BME Participation Barriers
• Personal Barriers
• Institutional Barriers
• Joint Barriers

Consultation Timing
• At the beginning of the 

initiative
• Interim consultations at crucial 

stages of the regeneration plan
• Community assessment at the

end of the regeneration
initiative 

Trust Building
• Timely consultation before 

any permanent plans are 
concluded

• Making BMEs aware of any 
choices available to them on 
time: Trust facilitator

Flexibility of consultation 
timing and location
• Making robust arrangements to 

meet with BMEs
• Provision of opportunities for 

community workers to 
familiarise themselves with 
diverse BME cultures

Secured Funding
• Adequate funding to 

guarantee project 
completion

• Adequate funding to 
alleviate project delays

BME Groups' Capacity 
Building Funding
• Bottom Up approach to 

regeneration
• Enhancing the capacity 

of BMEs to attain the 
highest level of 
participation

Funding for Local Training 
Programmes
• BME training Programmes 

in regeneration related 
vocations e.g. construction 
jobs, community volunteer 
roles etc

Figure 7.1: Proposed Framework Foundation for BME participation

Key Main focus

Interdependence
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7.4 SUMMARY

This chapter has discussed the main aim and objectives of this research in a 
contextual manner. The research questions and objectives have been adequately 
resolved and the implications of the research findings have been explained. The 
conventional thought of BMEs not willing to participate has been challenged and a 
case has been made for the willingness of BMEs to participate but not in the same 
way as government officials are approaching them. To this light, a framework has 
been produced with a view to helping regeneration agencies to achieve a more 
improved participation level for their local BME communities.
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CHAPTER 8: RECOMMENDATION AND CONCLUSION

8.1 INTRODUCTION

Having satisfactorily achieved the main aim of this research as stated in chapter 1 
which is to develop a framework for the enhancement of BME participation in 
regeneration and also successfully resolving all the research questions in both 
chapters 1 and 5, this chapter draws attention to the main research findings and the 
contributions of this research to the current body of knowledge regarding the 
participatory role of BMEs in the process of regeneration. The chapter propounds 
recommendations for both practitioners and community groups alike. The 
limitations of the research are highlighted and proposal is made for interested 
researchers in related fields who are considering similar studies. The chapter 
concludes by identifying and highlighting the concise conclusions of the whole 
research.

8.2 MAIN FINDINGS

Having thoroughly explored the main issues regarding the position of BMEs in the 
process of community participation, this research presents the following as its main 
findings:

• BMEs can be broadly described as people who are 'visibly Non White"; 
however, the main issue regarding their non participation is not a function of 
skin colour. It involves some specific conditions which they suffer. An 
example of such condition is social exclusion and negative stereotyping.

• Currently, BMEs are on a very low level of participation. This can be likened 
to the 'information level' as depicted on the participation ladder in chapter 2. 
This situation is made particularly worse because BMEs are detached from the 
main stream regeneration providers i.e. government agencies. This is largely
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due to the generational feeling of distrust which has been passed down from 
the early BME settlers.

There is no clear cut definition for what constitutes 'participation'. However 
for the BMEs, it is clear that they do not want to be boxed into the traditional 
boundaries of meeting attendance and feedback forms filling. On the contrary, 
they want to be able to participate in their own way and this is usually dictated 
by some personal situations.

BME are disadvantaged in the community as shown in chapter 3 and so there is 
a need to more effectively in regeneration plans. There are usually provisions 
for BME inclusion in regeneration plans; however the timing of this inclusion 
and engagement is not clearly defined.

BMEs have some particular community regeneration needs. These needs are 
often determined by their personal, socio cultural and economic situations. 
These needs affect their participation preference in the community. Also BMEs 
have specific and particular housing preferences. These preferences have been 
highlighted in chapter 6

There are many barriers to BME participation in regeneration, however, this 
research has categorised the barriers into personal, joint or institutional barriers 
(see section 5.4.4)

Joint working between government regeneration agencies and community/ 
voluntary groups is a very viable means of getting the BMEs in a community to 
engage because community groups understand the culture of the people and are 

usually sensitive to their plights.

There are many reasons why BMEs are often less involved in community 
regeneration plans, for example 'lack of trust' and 'length of stay'. However, a 

concise list is presented in chapter 5 (See Figure 5.3)
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• There are three main critical success factors to community regeneration. They 
are 'people' (BME), 'timing' and funding'. This has been explained in section 
7.3.

Although engagement with BME community groups has been discovered as a 
viable means of BME engagement rather than chasing after individual BMEs, this 
approach has its flaws in that it excludes BMEs who do not belong to any groups at 
the moment. However, with the results of the questionnaire suggesting that BMEs 
regardless of their current non participation still have an overall preference for 
engaging with voluntary community groups rather than government agencies. It 
will also be recalled from chapter 5 that it has also been realised that the groups 
usually have some challenges which incapacitates them as well. The means of 
alleviating this is discussed in the recommendations part of this research in section 
8.4.

8.3 CONTRIBUTION TO THE BODY OF KNOWLEDGE

This research focused on the requirements of what will make BME participation 
improve. In general, the findings of this research are in tandem with the findings 
from literature as discussed in previous sections of this chapter. This increases the 
validity and reliability of the results. Also the novelty of this research stems from 
taking a 'BME perspective' view of the problem of BME non participation and 
systematically exploring them whilst comparing the findings with those of extant 
literature. The reasons for 'non participation of BMEs' and 'what works in 
regeneration' has often been researched in isolation, however this research brought 
the two together by bridging the research gap between BMEs non participation, 
how BMEs want to participate and what BMEs want from participation.

The research objectives are rigorously explored and all research questions 
satisfactorily resolved. This research among other contributions has broadened the 
scope of the key stakeholders in community regeneration. The current position of
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BMEs in regeneration has been realised to be lower than expected. The contextual 

nature of BME participation has revealed that the problem of non participation is 

more deep rooted than low response of BMEs; it is a product of generational lack of 

trust. The barriers preventing BMEs from optimal participation was exhaustively 

explored and highlighted as reviewed in chapters 2 and 5 and as a result of that, a 

pictorial representation of the key barriers and proposed solution was produced and 

presented on Figure 5.3. Housing and community regeneration needs of BMEs have 

been identified; the reasons behind these needs are also identified. This was the 
focus of chapters 2, 5 and 6.

Chapter 3 reviews the important topic of BMEs and community regeneration, the 

research clearly outlined the challenges facing BME in the UK and elaborates on 

the evil of social exclusion and how involving BMEs in community regeneration 

initiatives can alleviate this problem. This research has clearly identified the key 

factors in regeneration as a way of summarising the entire literature review and 

contributed another dimension to the view of the approached to regeneration as 

originally proposed by Tallon (2010). This has been done by developing a pictorial 

representation of the aspects of regeneration (Figure 3.3)

After the elaborate evaluation of what participation means for BMEs in chapter 3 

and the discussion in chapter 5, this research has finally proposed a framework on 

the critical success factors needed for regeneration. This is in line with the research 

aim of proposing a framework which will serve as an achievable guide tool for 

regeneration services providers and enablers in the process of community 

regeneration. This framework has added a new insight into the through which 

regeneration agencies view the challenge of the non participation of BMEs in the 

process of community regeneration. Hence it can be said that this research will 

serve as a basis for future studies on 'reasons for lack of BME communities in the 

UK' because it has enhanced our understanding of the main challenges preventing 

BME participation and also suggested ways of meeting these challenges.
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8.4 RECOMMENDATIONS

Upon extensive literature review, survey analysis and in depth interviews, 

recommendations are made to assist regeneration agencies and community groups 

in the process of achieving enhance participation of their local BME community 

members. The recommendations are in two categories accordingly. One is for the 

regeneration companies i.e. regeneration providers, and second part is aimed at the 
regeneration enablers i.e. BME community groups. Some of the recommendations 
are as follows:

Regeneration Agencies: for the regeneration agencies i.e. providers, the following 
recommendations are made

• Regeneration agencies must understand the cultural and ethnic prevalence 
of their local communities; this affects the needs of BMEs in regeneration. 

This will in turn assist in tailoring regeneration plans that will be sensitive 
to these needs

• Adequate time should be made available for contacts and consultation with 

BME voluntary groups in the local community throughout the process of the 

regeneration plan. This will prevent the situation whereby some groups feel 

that more attention is giving to other groups over them.

• The timing of BME inclusion and engagement is very crucial to 

regeneration initiatives. It is therefore recommended that the optimal times 

to engage BMEs are at the conception, conclusion and interim stages of the 

initiative or development.

• Regeneration providers need to collaborate with regeneration enablers as a 

major partner in dissemination of information about government plans in the 
community. It was seen that words of mouth and discussions within local 

groups were some of the most effective ways of information transfer and 

since BMEs prefer talking to their community agencies, they have higher 

chances of getting information through this means.

• Regeneration service providers must ensure that they build trust among 

BMEs as past experiences of old generation BMEs are easily transferred to
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younger ones and also more so since lack of trust has been discovered as 
one of the main reasons for discontinuity in regeneration

• Adequate training and education must be provided for BMEs in the 
community especially in regeneration oriented field so that the capacity to 
seek employment in related field will be enhanced

• Regeneration providers must seek new ways of engaging with BMEs to 
accommodate the barrier of 'work and family commitment' and other 
personal incapacitations so that working class BMEs will be able to 
participate

• Regeneration providers needs to use the services of local BMEs who 
understand the culture of BMEs in the process of community engagement as 
this increases acceptance of regeneration plans

Regeneration Enablers: for the regeneration enablers i.e. community groups, the 
following recommendations are proposed:

• Membership of community groups have to be encouraged among BMEs as 
a mean of ensuring that local community plans and projects are 
communicated to them effectively because it is the most effective way 
through which members of the community get information about 
regeneration plans in their community.

• Regeneration enablers should consider the option of service merging (i.e. 
two or more small scale groups coming together) in order to build a stronger 
asset and capacity base to meet the needs of the people they strive to 

represent

8.5 LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

Although the main aim and objectives of this research were met and all the research 
questions were adequately answered, this section highlights the limitations of this 

research as described below:
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• Human variation and ethnic diversity is one of the possible limitations of 
this research. As human beings are all different and so the list of 'barriers 
for regeneration' as well as 'what participation' means could be as many as 
respondents. However, using the generalisations from extant literature and 
giving respondents a chance of specifying their peculiarity, it is believed 
that the limitation is reduced. However it is proposed that since the 
recommendations of this research has not been tried on any particular ethnic 
group, further research can be carried out on this by other researchers.

• It was noted from literature that some cultures might prevent people from 
public participation and family commitments as well might be an issue, in 
the course of the questionnaire survey, it was difficult to get to people who 
could have this type of problem, this was due to some cultural or religious 
constraints, nevertheless, consistence of findings with literature and 
triangulation of data sources has reliably minimised the impact of the 
exclusion of this class of people.

• The inability to test the framework proposed by the author. The main reason 
for this is that usually regeneration projects take a long time to complete and 
such times are outside the scope of the allocated duration for the research.

It is recommended that further research be undertaken by interested researchers by 
applying the produced framework on specific ethnicities in the process of 
community regeneration in the UK.

8.6 CONCLUSIONS OF THE RESEARCH

Revisiting the aim of this research which is to develop a framework for the 
enhancement of BME participation in regeneration, this section reviews how well 
this has been achieved in line with the objectives and research questions set in 
chapter 1. Upon the completion of detailed literature review in chapter 2 and 3, a
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strong understanding of the main issues regarding community regeneration, 
engagement, BME participation and BME housing needs was developed, thereby 
partially fulfilling all the set objectives with the exception of objective 5 i.e. 'to 
evaluate and explore what participation really means for BMEs'. The articulated 
findings from literature was highlighted, these findings informed the 
methodological approach of data triangulation which was adopted in these research. 
However no conclusions were made on these findings at this stage as the author 
opined that these findings will require further clarification and contextualisation. 
This was done through both interviews with professionals and questionnaire survey 
with BMEs. The interviews chapter (Chapter 5) satisfied all the research questions 
and also all the objectives except objective 4, which was already rigorously done 
with the literature chapter. Chapter 6 (quantitative analysis) focused on statistical 
analysis of the findings from questionnaires in view of further strengthening the 
achievement of objectives 2,3 and 5; with a particular focus on BME housing/ 
community regeneration need and barriers to participation.
All the findings were brought later brought together in section 7.3 above and from 
there, the following conclusions can be drawn from these research:

• Being a BME in England in itself is not a question of skin colour or race, it 
involves many other factors such as how long an individual has been in 
England for either in terms of family generation or immigration as an adult, 
cultural differences with the English norms and culture, and other personal 
conditions and interests

• BMEs have some particular housing needs in the community where they 
reside. Many of these needs are linked to their BME status and other personal 
conditions for example, culture/ religion, household size, household income etc

• The participation preference of BMEs is more than mere meeting attendance, 
there is an urge to participate but not within the traditional structure of form 

filling and feedback
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• Transience is a major reason for non participation for some BMEs because they 
move from place to place according to the dictates of work or ethnicity 
dominance

• Trust is very important in getting BMEs to participate; this issue is very deep 
rooted. It could be as a result of failed past attempts at regenerating the area or 
due to a feeling that their contributions would simply make no difference to the 
outcome of the process.

• In as much as limited capacity prevents BME community groups from getting 
BMEs to participate fully, it is still the most effect way of engaging BMEs in 
the process of community regeneration and any measure aimed at building 
local community capacity will affect the participation of BMEs positively

• Getting an international outlook to the process of minority participation in 
other countries is a useful technique. Although the cultures and the scale of 
problem could be different, some good practices could be identified and some 
important lessons learnt.

This research project has successfully developed a new framework for the 
enhancement of the participatory roles of BMEs in the process of regeneration by 
taking the approach of focusing on the requirements rather than the barriers. 
Adoption of this framework will considerably contribute to the enhancement of 
optimal participation of BMEs and ultimately increase the feeling of sense of 

belonging in them.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Research Plan

Broad PhD Topic, Aim and Objectives,
Literature Review Scoping and Research

Questions Development

East Central Rochdale

Stage 1

Pilot Interviews

Review of Emerging Themes 
from Pilot Interview

Regeneration 
Providers Main Interviews Regeneration 

Enablers

Stage 2
Review, Theoretical Analysis and Reflection on 

Emerging themes from Main Interview

Questionnaire Design, 
Development and Distribution

Qualitative analysis of
interviews, ranking and analysis

of questionnaire findings Stage 3

Result Presentation and 
Report Write up

Stage 4



Appendix 2: Interview Design Process

Designed a guideline for the structure of the interview
Drew up draft questions from literature and government publications on the
issues relating to BMEs in community regeneration
Developed a 'case for support' document introducing the research to the
interviewees and also getting ethical approval from the ethics committee
Tested questions with other researchers in order to test the clarity of
questions and understanding of terminologies used
Developed actual questions to include what are the benefits of and barriers "
to BME participation, what is the importance of community cohesion
Contacted respondents and made appointments with them for the interview

• Introduced the research to the interviewees
• Drew out a list of themes from the responses and
• Developed a clear, concise and refined research approach
• Redesign the interview after refining the research approach

• All interviews were conducted and recorded at the interviewees office
• Followed guidelines on how to conduct successful interviews
• Used the prepared questions as a guide and allowed the respondents to 

include any issue they deemed relevant without interruption

All respondents were happy to have the interviews audio taped and they 
were informed of the transcribing process which included member checking

The interviews audiotape transcripts hard copies were sent to each 
interviewee for validation. This is to improve the validity and reliability 
claims of the research

tjer Checking

• The meaning and implications of the responses to the questions were 
determined.

• Emerging themes and commonalities are notices and reported
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Appendix 3: Sample Content/ Information Sheet

CONSENT/ INFORMATION SHEET

Study Title: The Role of BMEs in Community Regeneration: A Study

Invitation paragraph

'You are being invited to take part in a PhD research study. Before you decide whether or not to take 
part, it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. 
Please take time to read the following information.

What is the purpose of the study?

This research is informed on the grounds that there is an evident lack of participation of some 
particular members of our communities called Black and Minority Ethnic group (BME) in 
community regeneration activities. As a result of this, this research aims to study the reasons for this 
lack of participation BMEs and to subsequently find better ways of involving them.

To achieve this aim, the research will have to interview some members of the public particularly 
those that falls into the BME category. There will be some semi structured interviews with 
community regeneration practitioners and providers and some questionnaire surveys from members 
of the general community.

Why have I been invited to participate?

As mentioned earlier, some interviews will be held on a one-on-one basis with some regeneration 
practitioners, but to get a very wide view of the nature of the problem at hand so as to propose a 
broad scoping solution, there is a need for this questionnaire which you have been sent. Hence the 
reason why you have been chosen is because your opinion and personal experience is greatly valued 
and might help shape the ultimate outcome of this research.

Do I have to take part?

'It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. If you do decide to take part, please simply fill 
in the questionnaire and sign the consent. If you decide to take part you are still free to withdraw at 
any time and without giving a reason'.

What will happen to me if I take part?

This questionnaire is simply asking you to answer the following questions; it should not take more 
than 5-10 minutes of your time and the answers you give are completely anonymised.
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What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part?

This survey should not cost you anything more than the time to fill it as it contains a freepost 
envelope. It poses no disadvantages to you.

What are the possible benefits of taking part?

The benefits of this study are many, some of them are that the results will further our understanding 
of the benefits of getting BMEs to participate more in community regeneration; if the outcomes are 
translated into policies, it will go a long way in benefitting our community lives and the 
reoccurrence of failed communities will be minimized to a bearable minimum.

Will what I say in this study be kept confidential?

The data collected will be treated with strict confidentiality. A 'confidentiality statement' will be 
signed by both the interviewer and the interviewee in order to ensure that data obtained will only be 
used for the above research, and will not be disclosed to any other person, or be used for other 
purposes. All data gathered during the interview will also be destroyed after the final results of the 
research has been approved and published.

What should I do if I want to take part?

To take part, all you have to do is to fill in the questionnaire and freepost it to the address on the 
envelope.

What will happen to the results of the research study?

The results of this survey will be used for my PhD thesis and they will be published. A copy of the 
published thesis will be available at appropriate University of Salford libraries.

Thanks for taking time to read this information and filling the attached questionnaire.

Contact for Further Information:

Kolawole Ijasan
Graduate Teaching Assistant and PhD Candidate,
School of the Built Environment
Maxwell Building Room 346
University of Salford
Greater Manchester M5 4WT UK
k.c.iiasan@pgr.salford.ac.uk Tel: 01612957991 07889050625
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Appendix 4: Sample Questionnaire

Study Title: The Role of Black and Minority Ethnic (BMEs) in Community Regeneration:

A Study

• All replies to this questionnaire are anonymised and will be treated with utmost 
confidentiality

Section A: Personal Profile
To help us better understand and interpret your answers, this questionnaires begins with some
questions about you and your basic background

1 Age n 18-25 D 26-35 D 36-45 D 46-55 D Above 55

2 How would you describe your ethnicity?

D Asian or Asian British-Indian n White- British
D Asian or Asian British- Pakistani D White- Irish
D Asian or Asian British- Bangladeshi D Other White Background
D Middle Eastern D Mixed-White and Black African
D Chinese/Other Ethnic Background D Mixed- White and Asian
D Other Asian Background D Other Mixed Background
D Mixed- White and Black Caribbean D Other Ethnic Background
D Black or black British- Caribbean D Prefer not to day
D Black or Black British- African
D Other Black Background

3 If Non British, how would you describe your generation using the following broad 
categorisation
D 1 st Generation BME (if you came into the UK as an adult) 
D 2nd Generation BME (if Born in the UK) 
D 3rd Generation BME (if Parents were born in the UK)

4 Level of Education
D Primary/ Basic D Secondary/ College D University and Above

5 How long have you lived in your present community?
D 0-12 Months D 1-3 Years n Over 3 Years

Section B: Community Participation
This section helps in understanding your opinion and feelings about the current state of community 
participation in your area.

1 Do you currently belong to any voluntary group, society or association within your
community? (Either formal, informal, social, religious, ethnic etc) D Yes D No
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2 If yes, what is the name of the group (if known)? __________________

3 In the community where you reside presently, do you consider yourself a part of it?

4 Do you feel settled in this community? D Yes Yes D No °

5 Are you aware of any regeneration activities currently going on in your community? 
D Yes D No

6 If yes, how did you become aware of it?

D Through billboards D Community Reps came to inform you/ Leaflet
D Words of mouth D TV/Radio announcement
D Ward Councillor/ Community Rep D Discussion within your community group
D Through your voluntary group/ society D Others ____________________

7 Do you think that community regeneration activities are adequately communicated to you
as a member of your community? D Yes D No D undecided

8 How will you rate the level of information available to you with regards to regeneration
plans and activities within your community? g Average D Good D Poor

9 What is your perception of the general level of community participation in regeneration
within your present community? D Average D Good D Poor

10 Do you feel like you are adequately carried along by the authorities regarding regeneration 
plans in your community? G Yes D No

11 Which regeneration initiatives are you mostly interested in?
D Physical (renovations, demolition, new buildings, community parks etc)
D Economic (job creation, factory citing, training opportunities etc)
D Social (community cohesion, cultural events, sporting events, community celebrations etc)
D Community Health
D Educational (Libraries etc)
D Other (Please specify)_________

12 What influence do you think you have on regeneration plans within your community? 

D No influence whatsoever D Very little Considerable CD

Section C: Barriers to Community Participation

1 How have you being consulted in the past? D Yes D No

2 Have you been actively involved in your community in the past? D Yes 0 No

3 If you answered 'Yes' to 2 above, are you still involved now? D Yes 0 No
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If you answered 'No' to 3 above, why are you no longer involved? Please rate on a scale of 
1-5 (1= very unimportant, 2= Unimportant, 3= Neutral 4= Important, 5= Very 
Important) Sample (l) 2 3 
4 5 ^-^

Lack of trust in the regeneration managers
Disinterest in areas of current regeneration
Language barrier
You don't plan to stay long here
Too many series of consultations and frequent meeting
Other institutional barriers

1

2
2
2
i
i

3
3
3
3
3-> 
j

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

If you were to participate, what kind of activities would you like to be interested in? 
(Please tick all that applies)

D Pasting Flyers in Houses
D Street Campaigns
D Attending Meetings
D Activity Organising
D Using your skills and competencies (e.g. acting as a secretary or liaison officer)
D Other voluntary services (please state)____________________

Do you feel there are particular barriers preventing you (as a person) from participating in 
the activities mentioned in question 5?
D Yes D No

What are the factors that prevent you from participating fully in community regeneration? 
Please rate on a scale of 1-5 (1= Very unimportant, 2= Unimportant, 3= Neutral, 
4= Important, 5= Veiy Important Sample 1 LjQ 3 4
5

Racism
Level of Education
Language
Cultural Background/ Difference
Social Acceptance/ Fear of Rejection
Lack of Opportunity to Participate
Unawareness of Community Forums
Family Commitments
Work and other Commitments
Immigration Status
Disinterest in the Activities
Lack of Trust in the System
Crime/ Fear of Crime

1 3
3
3
3
3
3
3
j>

3
3
-> 
J

j>

J>

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

8 Have you ever given feedback to the planners of a regeneration activity in your area?

D Yes D No
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> If yes, what sort of activities do you give feedback on

D Health Service Initiatives
D Transportation and Disabled Peoples Mobility
D Housing conditions and Design
D Crime and Security Issues
D Racism/ Segregation Matters
D Sports and Recreation
D Environment and Council Services
D Education and Training
D Jobs and Businesses (tackling economic deprivation)
D Cultural Integration Activities
D Others (please specify) __________________

Section D: Housing Needs
This section is aimed at understanding your current housing situation, to see if there are any 
particular housing needs you have and to see if the current housing related regeneration activities in 
your area meets this needs.

1 Regeneration ultimately is about making a neighbourhood a better place to 
live. In your opinion, what would you consider as the major factors that makes a 
neighbourhood a good place to live (please tick all that applies)

D Quality of neighbourhood/environment Q
D Access around neighbourhood / area Q
D Quality of housing D
D Neighbours/ community spirit Q
D Accessibility into / around home Q
D Security in homes D
D Close to relatives G
D Quality of shops & local facilities Q
D Close to place of worship D
D Close to community / cultural facilities Q
D Cost of housing (i.e. rent/mortgage) Q
D Knowledge of neighbourhood/area Q

Public transport
Access to schools/ libraries/place of study
Close to employment
Close to open spaces or parks
Access to the countryside
Design of houses around the neighbourhood
Size of home/ Size of garden
Cost of heating homes
Safety of neighbourhood / area
I Like everything
Other _____________________
Nothing soecific
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2 There are a number of reasons why we might not like our homes, 
particularly if it doesn't suit some of our basic housing needs. Using the list 
below as a guide, are there any reasons why you will consider your home 
inadequate or unsuitable for you?

D Too small
D Too large
D Not enough bedrooms
D Unsuitable for elderly person
D Unsuitable for disabled person
D Unsuitable for children
D Needs repairs / improvements
D Lack of storage
D Too costly to heat
D Lack of garden
D Too many neighbours

D Unable to adapt property to needs
D Tenancy insecure
D Poor security
D Rent / mortgage too expensive
D Inaccessibility to employment
D Inaccessibility to public transport
D Access to amenities (shops / doctors /

	schools / religious centre) 
D Inadequate car parking 
D Other ________________ 
D Don't know

Thanks so much for your time and the effort you have put into filling this
questionnaire. If there are any comments or suggestions for the research, please

contact the researcher on the address on the information sheet in front of the
questionnaire.

Kind regards

Kola
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